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Abstract 
  
 This practice-based research discusses critical responses to the structural pressures of 'independent' 
curating under neoliberalism. The study argues for politicising project-making in accordance with such values as 
equality, collective autonomy and interdependency. The argument contributes to current debates about the 
practical plausibility of politicising project-related modes of production in the expanded field of art. The thesis 
acknowledges that 'independent' curators are culturally and economically dependent on the same apparatus 
that they want to contest. My work approaches this basic contradiction as a practical and conceptual challenge 
that prompts a series of questions as to how to practice within the apparatus, whilst at the same time resisting 
the social pressures of the very same system. 
 The methodology merges sociological analysis of the social conditions of 'independent' curating with 
the tacit knowledge of the forms of curatorial resistance elicited by the pressures discussed.  Thus, I set aside 
the aesthetical contents of curatorial projects and focus on their social forms. Utilising Walter Benjamin’s 
concepts from The Author as Producer (1934), I argue that to politicise project-making, an 'independent' 
curator is required to intervene in the social apparatuses of curatorial production. The thesis reveals a number 
of social pressures, which manifest themselves in 'independent' curatorial practice and analyses tactics that 
'independent' curators develop in response to those pressures. I interpret the examples of curatorial practice, 
submitted to evidence my argument, both as symptoms of those social pressures and as sites of politicised, 
curatorial intervention.  
 To analyse politicised curating, I introduce two central terms 'the apparatus of project-making' and 
'radical opportunism'. These terms facilitate the analysis of the intrinsic contradictions and ethical complexities 
of politicised curating. I apply this conceptual framework to the different aspects of project-making, analysing 
temporal structures, modes of governance and competitive features of the apparatus, alongside politicised, 
curatorial responses to the pressures discussed. In order to discuss curatorial tactics that respond to the social 
pressures of project-making, I introduce new terms, such as 'free/slowness', 'neither a project nor an 
institution' and 'interdependent curating', discussed in the consecutive Chapters. 
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Introduction 
 
 This practice-based thesis is rooted in the practicalities of 'independent' curating1, informed 
by the material conditions of project-related modes of production and motivated by practical 
resistance to the impact of project-making on 'independent' curatorial practice. I examine politicised 
responses to project-related modes of production from the position of an active curator, who has 
contributed to the development of several 'independent' curatorial projects, autonomous research 
initiatives and public art commissions. My practice has unfolded in the expanded field of artistic and 
curatorial practice since the early 2000s, as I usually co-organise my projects outside or in loose 
partnerships with traditional art institutions. My interest in projects is informed by their 
omnipresence in the sector of self-organised artistic collectives, informal clusters or non-
governmental organisations, in which I usually function as a curator. My thesis and argument is 
motivated by the values traditionally attached to the autonomous Left, such as equality, self-
governance, solidarity, and social justice. Speaking from this position, I address the fundamental 
ambivalence of project-making. On the one hand, project-related structures of production facilitate 
'independent' practice. On the other, project-making imposes the ideological and structural features 
of neoliberalism, which conflict with my personal set of values.  
 Consequently, my attempts to politicise 'independent' curatorial practice are motivated by 
the belief in curatorial and artistic self-organisation that unfolds beyond the confines of traditional 
art institutions. My argument is informed by the critical recognition of the intrinsic connection 
between neoliberalism and the same project-related modes of production that facilitate curatorial 
'independency'. From this position, I disagree with sociologists such as Pascal Gielen, who criticise 
project-related modes of production in order to postulate the conservative recursion to the 
institutionalised hierarchies of the art world (Gielen 2013b; Gielen 2013a). In my arguments, I align 
with theoreticians such as Gerald Raunig, who recognise the structural embedment of contemporary 
forms of autonomy in neoliberalism, while reaffirming notions of horizontal and autonomous self-
organisation (Raunig 2009a; Raunig 2009b; Raunig 2013a).  
 
 
 
                                                          
1 Following such theoreticians as Pascal Gielen (Gielen 2010; Gielen 2013a) , I discuss 'independent' and not 
independent curators in order to scrutinise the organisational frameworks, on which curatorial 'independency' 
depends.  
6 
 
Section 0.1 Research questions, the role of practice, key terms and references 
 
Research questions 
 
 This practice-based thesis attempts to answer the central research question: What are the 
politicised responses to the structural pressures of 'independent' curating?  
In order to answer it, I analyse three intersecting problems: 
1. I dissect the structural pressures of an 'independent' curatorial practice. I define those 
structural pressures as determined by social modes of production in the context of 
'independent' curating. 
2. I discuss how the politicised forms of curatorial practice resist those pressures. I 
understand politicised curating as a mode of practice that, in following political and 
ethical precepts, challenges the structural determinants of 'independent' curating. 
3. I reflect upon the structural confines of the politicised forms of project-making, 
identifying the specific effects of neoliberalism on ‘independent' curating. 
This basic conceptual framework, of pressure-response-limitation organises the entire argument and 
structures every Chapter of the thesis. 
 
The role of practice 
 
 The thesis discusses the implications of politicised forms of 'independent' curating in 
practice, by examining the tacit knowledge generated through a number of completed curatorial 
projects. The examples of curatorial practice submitted alongside this thesis are considered as both 
an example of the impact of systemic pressures and evidence of politicised responses to project-
related determinants of 'independent' curating. By reflectively assessing the practical evidence 
submitted, the thesis contributes new knowledge with regard to the contingencies and challenges of 
politicised, curatorial interventions in the modes of production characteristic of project-making. The 
tacit knowledge of 'independent' curating, which this thesis aims to expose, has been generated 
through a decade of my 'independent' curatorial practice, which has involved dozens of projects 
assembled in several countries with numerous participants, partners and constituencies.  
 Through tacit knowledge of 'independent' curating, I understand an embodied, frequently 
semi-conscious knowledge, generated through the continuing practice of inventing and executing 
curatorial projects. This kind of knowledge is usually not codified and has a form of practical 'know 
how'. A professionalised curator 'just' knows how to arrange his/her projects; what kind of themes 
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might be considered to be attractive; how to manage resources and enlist interesting artists. 
Sometimes such understanding of the curatorial trade is a result of formal education. However, more 
often than not, this kind of awareness is acquired through practice. After a dozen realised projects, a 
curator begins to understand how to curate successfully.  
 Tacit knowledge is based on several unspoken assumptions which define curatorial modes of 
operation. Because this kind of knowledge is predominantly pragmatic, i.e. it is a repository of 
successful strategies, it unwittingly reproduces the criteria of success naturalised by dominant 
ideologies, such as neoliberalism. For example, a curator knows how to network, but this tacit 
understanding does not necessarily entail the critical comprehension of the structural and political 
consequences of networking. On the other hand, tacit knowledge is generated through the everyday 
resistance to the social pressures of curating. A practitioner, when exposed to the negative pressures 
of project-making, such as precarity, finds practical ways of negotiating his/her position. 
Furthermore, tacit knowledge, even though it remains semi-conscious, is entrenched in the value 
systems of project-makers, i.e. it works in accord with the more general ethical stance of the 
individuals involved. In this sense, the tacit knowledge of the opportunistic curator differs from that 
of the politicised practitioner. But in every case, it retains the predominantly pragmatic character of 
an embodied curatorial 'know how'. 
 In this research, I refer to the tacit knowledge of curating as both a symptom of social 
pressures and a repository of critical responses to them. This double character of the practical 
knowledge of curating plays a fundamental role in this practice-based research, leading and 
evidencing the argument.  
 As the practice creates the context for the entire submission, I ask that the reader become 
acquainted with the attached evidence before reading the thesis. In the Appendices, I enclose the 
general summaries of the submitted projects and list the evidence in conjunction with short 
descriptions of the content and purpose of a given document. The attached DVD contains a database 
of printed catalogues, readers, web pages, articles, applications and case studies. I do not expect a 
reader to analyse all the submitted documents in detail, as their volume exceeds 1,000 pages. When I 
refer to a particular piece of practice, I add a footnote referring to a particular piece of practical 
evidence, indicating its position in the database and in the Appendices. The practice-based thesis 
involves the selection of recent projects, commenced in the years 2009-2014, parallel to the research 
conducted. The projects submitted are selected because of their differing qualities and their role in 
building the argument. 
 The central role in the submission is played by the Free/Slow University of Warsaw (F/SUW, 
Warsaw 2009 - 2014), an informal, collective platform for critical research, in the framework of which 
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a series of projects has been realised since 2009. The official blurb of the Free / Slow University of 
Warsaw says:  
 F/SUW is a nomadic centre of interdisciplinary studies, critical reflection, and independent 
 thinking about art and society. F/SUW operates in parallel with official centres of artistic and 
 academic education. Its principle is to combine theory with praxis and culture with its social 
 context. F/SUW is an informal research centre, within the framework of which we 
 experiment with various forms of the generation and communication of knowledge 
 (Free/Slow University of Warsaw, 2009) 
F/SUW was established in 2009 as a result of cooperation between Bogna Świątkowska, the artistic 
director of Bęc Zmiana Foundation in Warsaw (with which F/SUW is affiliated) and myself, working 
since then as chief curator of F/SUW. The team of F/SUW consists of a programmatic board 
(currently consisting Joanna Figiel, Michał Kozłowski, Janek Sowa, Szymon Żydek) and some other 
collaborators. As an informal initiative, F/SUW does not maintain official structures, charter or legal 
status. F/SUW's members are linked by a common affinity towards values, organisational strategy 
and the research culture that it represents. 
 The emergence of F/SUW was motivated by a reflective dissent against the conditions of 
cultural production regulated by project-making. The initiators of F/SUW approached these problems 
as practitioners involved in organising several projects annually. The aim of F/SUW was to fill the gap 
in critical reflection upon the conditions of cultural production under neoliberalism. The general 
political line of F/SUW was best expressed in the Manifesto of the Committee for Radical Change in 
Culture2, in which members of F/SUW  wrote:  
 For the Polish authorities, culture appears to be just another life-sphere ready to be 
 colonized by neoliberal capitalism. Attempts are being made to persuade us that the 'free' 
 market, productivity and income oriented activities are the only rational, feasible and 
 universal laws for social development. This is a lie. (...) It is not culture that needs 'business 
 exercises' it is the market that needs a cultural revolution. (Committee for the Radical 
 Change in Culture 2009 p.1) 
Between 2009 and 2014, F/SUW organised such projects as the series of reading seminars Readings 
for Artworkers (2209-2015), the season of events Culture! Not Profit concluded with the summit Our 
Way, by the Way (2009), the workshops and conference Creative industries and factories of 
knowledge: analysis and resistance (2010), Summer Camp under title No Money (2011), an 
international conference Labour of the multitudes? The political economy of social creativity (2011), 
                                                          
2 Attached in the file: 1_FSUW_04_Manifesto_Radical_Change 
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and a research programme Division and Conditions of Labour in Polish Contemporary Art Field (2013-
2014). These projects were accompanied by several publications on the economic and social contexts 
of contemporary cultural production, described in Appendix 1. 
 In this thesis, F/SUW serves as an example of a reflective response to the modes of 
production typical for project-making, especially in consideration of its specific organisational form, 
internal economies, temporal structures, position in and relation to the artistic networks. F/SUW is 
referenced throughout the argument, especially in the more practice-oriented Chapters 2, 3, and 4.  
 Alongside F/SUW I discuss Parade: Modes of Assembly and Forms of Address (London 2010) 
and Critical Economic Practice (London, Berlin 2012), a series of projects realised with the Critical 
Practice cluster (CP), featured as examples of collective creative action and artistic research. The 
cluster is based on a collaboration of many individuals, in the recent years the most active members 
have been Metod Blejec, Marsha Bradfield, Cinzia Cremona, Neil Cummings, Neil Farnan, Angela 
Hodgson, Karem Ibrahim, Amy McDonnell, Michaela Ross, Eva Sajovic, Sissu Tarka. I started to work 
with Critical Practice in 2008 and since then I have participated in the manifold activities of the 
cluster. As any other member of Critical Practice, I am involved in several capacities: managing the 
organisation, editing wiki, programming and curating events, inventing and organising new projects.  
Since 2008, I have been involved in several programmes, such as Parade. Modes of Assembly and 
Forms (2008 - 2010), Market of Evaluation (2011 - ongoing), Critical Economic Practice (2011), Spaces 
and Values (2012), P2P Exchange (2012), #Transacting (2015). With Critical Practice, I have 
experimented on various alternative modes of producing and exchanging knowledge, such as 
'markets of ideas' (distributed conferences), 'barcamps' (self-organised seminars), 'walks and talks' 
(discursive walks). On its wiki, Critical Practice represents itself in the following manner:  
 Critical Practice is a cluster of individual artists, designers, curators and other researchers, 
 supported by Chelsea College of Art & Design, London. Through our Aims we intend to 
 support critical practice within art, the field of culture and organization. Critical Practice 
 seeks to avoid the passive reproduction of art, and uncritical cultural production. Our 
 research, projects, exhibitions, publications and funding, our very constitution and 
 administration are legitimate subjects of critical enquiry. All art is organised, so we are trying 
 to be sensitive to issues of governance. Governance emerges whenever there is a deliberate 
 organisation of interactions between people, we are striving to be an 'open' organization, 
 and to make all decisions, processes and production, accessible and transparent (Critical 
 Practice, 2014) 
CP specialises in facilitating research programmes, which utilise interdisciplinary research 
methodologies, such as public interventions and artistic performances, combined with theoretical 
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explorations. Currently, we investigate the mechanisms of valorisation, our explorations will 
conclude in Summer 2015 with a public event.    
 The organisational experiments of Critical Practice (as a transparent, self-organised open 
organisation) serve as a point of comparison to discuss forms of radical opportunism developed in 
my own curatorial practice (referenced especially in Chapter 3). I refer to Critical Economic Practice in 
Chapter 1 in order to discuss the political limitations of radical opportunism. I reference Parade while 
analysing modes of governance characteristic of project-making in Chapter 3.  
 The thesis refers to The KNOT (Berlin, Warsaw, Bucharest 2010) and Disappearing (Warsaw, 
2009) as examples of complex public art commissions and site-specific actions. the KNOT was a 
mobile public project organised in Berlin, Warsaw and Bucharest between May and October 2010 
and curated by the Temporary Curatorial Collective, consisting of Oliver Baurhenn, Markus Bader, 
Raluca Voinea and myself. The physical core of the project consisted of a specially designed 
structure, adaptable to different urban situations, easily expandable and transportable. Conceived by 
the architectural office raumlabor_berlin, the material component of the KNOT (called the Mobile 
Unit) comprised of a truck with unfolding stage, office and storage space, inflatable tents, city 
mattress, kitchen compound, other furniture and garden tents. It served as a multifunctional venue, 
consisting of a workshop, office, kitchen, café, laboratory, classroom, stage, dormitory, disco, 
exhibition space, and archive. The programme of the KNOT comprised of new artistic commissions 
(installations, actions), architectural workshops, lectures, discussions, culinary workshops, 
performances, participatory actions, screenings, reading groups, alternative sports, and music 
concerts. There was no direct focus in programming, though the most popular strand was related to 
the public space and urban activism. I refer to the KNOT in order to be able to analyse curatorial 
responses to the characteristic of the division of labour of project-making, discussed in Chapter 4, 
and as a manifestation of short-termism, analysed in Chapter 2. 
 Disappearing, curated by Bogna Świątkowska and myself, was an ironic response to the 
programme of public funding announced by the Municipality of Warsaw in Winter 2009. The 
Municipality commissioned artistic realisations aimed at urban regeneration and promotion of the 
neglected riverbanks in Warsaw. Despite our critical approach to the programmatic assumptions of 
the funding bodies, we decided to commission twelve Polish artists to conceive site-specific 
installations, interventions and performances on the theme of disappearing, evasion, and lack of 
visibility. As a conclusion of these experiments, we edited and published a lexicon entitled 
Disappearing. The Users' Manual (2010), which combines visual and textual entries in order to 
discuss social, artistic, and political aspects of disappearing. I reference Disappearing in Chapter 3 as 
an example of curatorial subversion of the modes of governance prompted by grant systems. 
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Key Terms and References 
 
 In order to clarify the tacit knowledge of 'independent' curating I establish new terms such as 
'radical opportunism', 'the apparatus of project-making', 'free/slowness', 'neither a project nor an 
institution' or 'interdependent curating'. These terms serve as heuristic schemes that facilitate better 
understanding of the politicised responses to the structural pressures of 'independent' curating. I 
introduce them in order to establish a political position in the dispute regarding the status and 
development of 'independent' curatorial practice under neoliberalism. I argue that in order to resist 
the impact of project-related modes of production, it is necessary to intervene in the organisational 
systems of 'independent' curating. In other words, I identify the apparatus of cultural production as 
the main loci for politicised, curatorial intervention. In this respect, I follow the basic premise of 
Walter Benjamin's programme from his seminal essay The Author as producer (1934). In order to 
apply Benjamin’s 'apparatus of literary production' and 'authorial technique' to the contemporary 
context of 'independent' curating, I introduce two central terms 'the apparatus of project-making' 
and 'radical opportunism', the mutual relation of which conceptually prompts the thesis3.  The role of 
these terms is to facilitate examination of the central research question. The term 'apparatus of 
project-making' enables me to dissect the social pressures of the project-related modes of 
production, while 'radical opportunism' supports the analysis of the politicised responses to those 
pressures.  
 I examine project-making as a mode of production and a type of practice characteristic of 
post-Fordism4, in which the dominant role is played by networks, flexible labour arrangements, 
accelerated mobility and temporariness of relations. I understand the apparatus of project-making as 
a social framework that enables the organisation of projects while determining their structural 
features. In this context, projects can be defined as temporary assemblages of agents, institutions, 
objects and resources that dissolve after realisation of an attempted task. The current form of the 
apparatus is structurally embedded in neoliberalism, imposing on project-makers specific forms of 
temporality, modes of governance and competitive pressures, as discussed in the subsequent 
Chapters. 
                                                          
3 I discuss the apparatus of project-making and radical opportunism at length in Chapter 1, providing here only 
a brief outline in order to introduce further discussions. 
4 Throughout the thesis, I switch between different equivalent names of this social and economic formation: 
post-Fordism, networked capitalism, contemporary capitalism. The relationship between the networked form 
of capitalism and neoliberalism, as a hegemonic, political project is explained in Section 1.3 Neoliberalism 
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  By proposing the notion of radical opportunism, I deliberately dissociate its meaning from 
the commonsensical, negative connotations of 'opportunism'. I understand 'opportunism' after Paulo 
Virno in a more technical manner, as a mode of existence prompted by the flexible labour 
arrangements of contemporary capitalism (Virno 2004 pp.86–87). Virno’s use of the term 
‘opportunism’ implies that the survival of an individual depends on the skilful utilisation of 
opportunities. This situation derives from changes in the general labour organisation in post-Fordism, 
resulting from the lack of stable working patterns and imposed precarity. 'Independent' curators, for 
example, have to exploit opportunities for making curatorial projects, in order to maintain their 
livelihood and professional trajectory. I introduce the term 'radical opportunism' in order to discuss 
the possibilities for politicising the need for opportunism imposed by the system. I argue that in 
contrast to cynical opportunists, who submit to neoliberal hegemony, a radical opportunist attempts 
to tactically politicise the organisational processes of project-making in accordance with such values 
as solidarity, equality and self-governance.  I name such a stance as 'radical' by referring to the 
double meaning of the word 'radicalism'. Being a radical implies searching for the structural causes of 
social phenomena in order to challenge them through political or politicised action. In the case of my 
argument, I use the term ‘radical’ to indicate the action taken by an engaged practitioner whose 
radicalism is recalibrated by a pragmatic approach to the identified challenges, accounting for the 
practical dependency of 'independent' curators on the apparatus of project-making. In this sense, 
radical opportunism is neither only radical nor merely opportunistic. Instead, it is a hybrid stance, 
which negotiates between pragmatic concerns and ethical engagement, acknowledging its own 
incompleteness and not aspiring to political or moral purity.  
 In order to objectify the tacit knowledge of curatorial practice, the thesis refers to several 
theoretical frameworks. My general emphasis on the modes of cultural production is informed by the 
materialistic programme of Walter Benjamin and the tradition of the critical sociology of art 
(represented by Pierre Bourdieu, Howard Becker, Cynthia and Harrison White, Ulf Wuggenig, Pascal 
Gielen, etc.). While conceptualising social apparatuses and links between power relations and 
resistance I refer to the theories of Michele Foucault, Manuel De Landa and Gerald Raunig. I analyse 
project-making and its embedment in networked capitalism by relating to the seminal oeuvre of Luc 
Boltanski and Eve Chiapello New Spirit of Capitalism (2005), while discussing critically Gielen's 
application of their research to the reality of contemporary art. In order to discuss radical 
opportunism I apply and modify the concepts of Virno, Raunig, Michel de Certeau, Gregory Sholette, 
Christopher Brunner, John Roberts, and the feminist economists J.K. Gibson-Graham. My 
understanding of cultural production and curatorial practices under neoliberalism is informed by the 
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writings of Gielen, Sholette, Raunig, alongside Karen van der Berg, Franco Berardi, Boris Groys, Maria 
Lind, Isabel Llorey, Angela McRobbie, Paul O'Neill, Irit Rogoff, Luke Skrebowski, Janek Sowa. 
 The literature review extends through the entire thesis. The Introduction and Chapter 1 
contain a general review of key theories, while Chapters 2, 3 and 4 review literature related to 
particular aspects of project-making. In the Introduction, I discuss my research questions, introduce 
my practice and establish my position as an 'independent' curator and cultural producer. 
Additionally, the Introduction delineates key methodological precepts of the dissertation and 
presents the structure of the argument. Chapter 1 constitutes the theoretical framework of the 
thesis, expanding definitions of 'the apparatus of project-making', 'radical opportunism' and 
'neoliberalism' as terms crucial to the argument. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 apply this framework to 
practice, in order to analyse curatorial responses to the particular pressures of project-making, 
related to temporal arrangements, modes of governance and competitive pressures. Discussing 
politicised responses to these pressures, in every Chapter I establish and analyse new terms, such as 
'free/slowness'5, 'neither a project nor an institution'6 and 'interdependent curating'7.  
 
Section 0.2 Methodology and theoretical frame 
 
 The thesis, due to the reliance of the argument on the tacit knowledge generated through 
individual practice, is written from a particular position: male; white Caucasian; born in Poland in the 
late 1970s to well-educated parents; who was an adolescent during the fall of Communism; 
completed masters degree in sociology in a respected Polish university; started his professional 
engagement in cultural projects in the early 2000s, just before the accession of Poland to the 
European Union; engaged as a an activist in several grassroots organisations of autonomous left 
provenience; worked as a freelancer in systemic conditions of the semi-peripheries of the EU, with 
                                                          
5 In Chapter 2, I discuss free/slowness in the context of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw and the temporal 
tactics adopted by the collective. Free/slowness dissents with temporal pressures as a practical claim for the 
temporal autonomy of project-makers, linking two contradictory stances - of slowness and accelerations. 
6 In Chapter 3, I discuss how the Free/Slow University of Warsaw establishes itself as 'neither a project nor an 
institution' in order to resist project-related modes of governance. 'Neither a project nor an institution' utilises 
opportunities provided by the apparatus, but refuses to opportunistically self-institutionalise.  
7 In Chapter 4, I discuss interdependent curating as a politicised response to the competitive pressure of the 
apparatus. Interdependent curating facilitates the cooperative aspects of project-making in the struggle against 
competitive opportunism. 
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limited yet existing access to the systems of support characteristic of European cultural policies; and 
who embarked on a funded doctoral programme in the United Kingdom in the late 2000s, just after 
the financial crisis and the resulting policies of austerity.  
 In this sense, the research is clearly embedded in the contingencies related to gender, 
cultural, social and economic background, class and ethnicity, passport and nationality, professional 
choices and political interests. The selection of research problems and the course of the argument is 
definitely directed by those factors. On the other hand, this thesis is not a highly subjective account 
of an individual trajectory, but rather a critical study, which assesses and objectifies personal 
experiences as examples of more general processes.  
 The research project aims to create a critical account of politicised responses to the social 
pressures of project-making by merging two paradigms. On the one hand, I approach modes of 
curatorial production with a certain sociological and critical-materialistic perspective, on the other, I 
speak from the position of an engaged practitioner. This position differs significantly from the one of 
a distanced sociologist. As a politicised practitioner embedded in the structures criticised, I am not 
only interested in issuing critical statements about the processes investigated (as a sociologist might 
be tempted to do), but consider the structural pressures analysed as practical challenges. In this 
sense, I am interested not only in the description (or condemnation) of a social phenomena, but in 
the pragmatic approach to the problems identified. Consequently, I assume a certain practical 
responsibility for the practices analysed, assessing their political and pragmatic efficacy from the 
position of a politicised practitioner, who not only asks 'what is?', but is also genuinely interested in 
'what is to be done?'   
 The method aims at constituting links between critical investigations of the social 
mechanisms of curating and the tacit knowledge generated through 'independent' curatorial 
practice. In other words, practice prompts the research, while the sociological theory enables the 
objectification and critical scrutiny of practical concerns. All aspects of project-making discussed 
here, such as temporal regimes, modes of governance or competitive pressures, are examined 
because of their practical significance, in relation to their impact on the social mechanisms of the 
projects selected and by accounting for the resistance prompted by their influence. On the other 
hand, the thesis does not simply reinstate the tacit assumptions of the projects submitted as 
examples of curatorial practice, but rather objectifies them by applying the means of a social theory. 
The practice-based research reflectively investigates the claims made by the projects for their 
criticality, discussing the limits and contingencies of forms of radical opportunism embedded in 
practice.  
15 
 
 I facilitate this process by applying the 'instruments of objectification', the concept derived 
from Pierre Bourdieu’s programme of reflective sociology.  According to Bourdieu, the role of 
'instruments of objectification' is to 'objectify the subject of objectification (...) dispossess the 
knowing subject of the privilege it normally grants itself' (Bourdieu 2000 p.10). Bourdieu assumes 
that every investigator is always embedded in a society, with which s/he shares a set of epistemic 
predicaments and stereotypes. As a result of applying 'instruments of objectification' an investigator 
becomes reflectively aware of his/her biased position, acknowledging and countering his/her tacit 
assumptions in a reflective research process. In the context of my research, by utilising those 
'instruments', I explicate the tacit knowledge of 'independent' curating by correlating my experiences 
with the general mechanisms of project-making and comparing them with a generalised social 
experience of this mode of production.  
 Furthermore, I apply 'instruments of objectification' in order to challenge a certain epistemic 
ambivalence resulting from a direct relation to practice. On the one hand, the position of a 
practitioner enables access to the tacit knowledge of curating without any mediation (i.e. such as 
interviews, surveys, outside observations). On the other, the lack of distance results in the risk of 
uncritical repetition of various tacit assumptions and 'doxas', intrinsic to any form of social practice.
 I understand 'doxa' after Bourdieu, as a conglomerate of habitually accepted common 
knowledge, related to 'an uncontested acceptance of the daily lifeworld' (Bourdieu and Wacquant 
1992 p.73). 'Doxas' play an ambivalent role, they inform practical forms of reasoning, fixed on an 
immediate context of action, while reinforcing stereotypes and social fallacies (Bourdieu 2000 pp.16–
17, 54–57). In the context of the art field, 'doxas' take a form of what Bourdieu calls ‘illusio’, an 
unreflective involvement in the games permeating the art field, which obfuscates their relative 
character and veils the social features of artistic production (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992 pp.115–
116; Bourdieu 2000 p.113; Bourdieu 1996 pp.166–171). On the other hand, 'illusio' is a condition of 
possibility of participating in social games of the art field, informing the daily practices of agents and 
maintaining their motivations.  Because of 'doxas' and more specifically 'illusio', Bourdieu remains 
sceptical about practitioners' capacity for critical analysis of their own social position, obfuscated by 
their investment in social games (Bourdieu 2000 p.10). Theoretical reflection, on the other hand, 
suspends the demands for practical efficiency, replacing them with other criteria, such as the rules of 
logical argument and scholarly requirements, thus enabling the generation of objectified knowledge. 
In this way, Bourdieu assumes a division between the position of an active practitioner, who plays 
the social game in which he tries to succeed, and the position of a disinterested academic, who 
observes how social games are played and tries to dissect their unspoken rules and identify the 
hidden stakes of social conflicts.   
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 In these terms, the construction of my thesis seems inherently contradictory, as I try to 
scrutinise reflectively the social aspects of artistic production (thus suspending its 'illusio') and 
remain invested in the social game of 'independent' curating, at the same time. For this reason, I only 
partially adopt Bourdieu's concepts and adjust them to the specific requirements of practice-based 
research. I claim that a practice-based researcher can dynamically move in between the stance of an 
objective observer and an engaged practitioner, instead of being trapped in one position. I contend 
that it is possible to reflect upon unspoken assumptions of practice, while still being directed in my 
investigations by practice-related forms of reasoning.  
 In order to explicate the tacit knowledge of 'independent' curating I establish several terms, 
which negotiate between the particularity of individual practice and the generality of modes of 
production. I consider these conceptualisations of practice as being similar to what Max Weber 
referred to as 'ideal types' (Compare: Kim 2012). 'Ideal types' do not pretend to be objective 
descriptions of society, they are heuristic models and abstractions of real social life. Their main aim 
as epistemic structures is to facilitate our understanding of social processes. The terms, which I 
constitute in the framework of this thesis - 'the apparatus of project-making', 'radical opportunism', 
'free/slowness', 'neither a project nor an institution' or 'interdependent curating' - are abstractions of 
my individual experiences, constituted in order to explicate and clarify them. They are heuristic 
schemes, potentially applicable in other contexts by other people in order to analyse and formulate 
their own positions and strategies. Sociologists could also adopt them in order to formulate research 
projects, which could test their (i.e. proposed terms) epistemic potential for explaining the social 
processes unfolding in other cultural contexts, in consideration of gender, racial or geographical 
specificities.   
 Additionally, the terms established by this thesis are similar to 'ideal types' in being clearly 
value-driven. As Sung Ho Kim writes when describing the ethical positioning intrinsic to the concept 
of 'ideal types': 
 According to Weber, a clear value commitment, no matter how subjective, is both 
 unavoidable and necessary. It is unavoidable, for otherwise no meaningful knowledge can be 
 attained. Further, it is necessary, for otherwise the value position of a researcher would not 
 be foregrounded clearly and admitted as such — not only to the readers of the research 
 outcome but also to the very researcher him/herself (Kim 2012, italics by author) 
Precisely in this sense I do not claim that the 'ideal types' proposed by my thesis are neutral 
descriptions of social reality; they are established from a certain 'value position' in order to clarify 
those social processes which I consider as important to the programme of politicising an 
'independent' curatorial practice under neoliberalism. The terms facilitate a critique of those 
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curatorial discourses and practices, which obfuscate social mechanisms of contemporary cultural 
production in order to legitimise cynical opportunism. In this sense, similar to 'ideal types', my terms 
are performative, i.e. they promote certain values and aim at shifting social perceptions accordingly, 
in a long-term perspective possibly informing a political transformation of processes and conditions, 
with which I argue. 
 The 'ideal types' and 'instruments of objectification' constitute the core of my reflective 
methodology. In the process of research I have applied these instruments not only to my curatorial 
practice, but also to my research project, which prompted the significant evolution of my research 
questions and objectives. The research started in 2009 by postulating the positive impact of 
independent curatorial practice on the public sphere, potentially achievable through developing the 
curatorial technique. My initial research aims were as follows: 
1. to develop the curatorial technique to support the formation of counter-public spheres in the 
current, social, economic and political realities of late capitalism, by experimenting with the 
curatorial means of assembling and empowering counter-publics, developing forms of public 
address and establishing modes of producing publically valid and commonly accessible 
knowledge.  
2. to critically analyse the role which curatorial technique plays inside of the artistic apparatus 
of production in its function of establishing, reproducing, reinforcing and potentially 
transforming the late capitalist public spheres. 
3. to scrutinise the role which developed curatorial techniques could play in the formation of 
counter-public spheres by conducting critical, comparative case studies of various curatorial 
and artistic methods  in the context of the specific public spheres.  
The application of self-reflective methodology resulted in suspending the claims for a positive impact 
of curating on the late capitalist public sphere, which replicated the implicit programmes of my 
curatorial projects from the period. This self-reflection resulted in the severe reconfiguration of the 
research questions and objectives. I have applied the critique of 'catalogue activism' to my own 
claims and projects, shifting the focus from the curatorial intentions to the less spectacular, but at 
least equally important, organisational processes of project-making. The claims for the public efficacy 
of curatorial projects have been tempered by the critical scrutiny of the pervasive forms of power 
characteristic of the apparatus of project-making. I have thoroughly questioned the assumption of 
unbridled curatorial independency, replacing this claim with acknowledgment of the conditional 
'independency' of project-makers. As a result of the reflective process, I have focused on the 
entanglement of the practitioners in the structures contested, identifying this form of dependency as 
a challenge to politicised curating. In this sense, I have matched the reflection upon limitations of 
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curatorial agency to intervene in the public sphere with identification of the apparatus as the loci for 
politicised resistance.  
 
Section 0.3 The contexts of practice 
 
Context of practice: 'independent' curating  
 
 I discuss the impact of project-making from the particular position of an 'independent' 
curator involved in self-organised artistic initiatives and standalone curatorial projects beyond the 
'gallery-exhibition nexus'. Even though project-making is a wider phenomenon, determining the 
conditions of production throughout the contemporary art world (Compare: Gielen 2009), I discuss it 
in the context of an expanded field of artistic and curatorial practices, which, as Karen van der Berg 
and Ursula Pasero state, are only 'loosely connected to the gallery-exhibition nexus' (van der Berg 
2013 p.VII).  The expanded field of practice is constituted by the plethora of what Stephen Wright 
and Basekamp (an art collective from USA) call 'plausible art worlds' (Plausible Artworlds n.d.), a 
variety of artistic universes coexisting at the verge of 'gallery-exhibition nexus'. This field consists of 
artistic and curatorial practices related to live art, public art, socially engaged art, activist-artistic 
initiatives, urban interventions, vernacular architecture, alternative education, participatory actions8. 
These activities are organised using various organisational formats such as artist-run spaces, self-
organised collectives, artistic and curatorial commissions, publically funded projects (discussed 
thoroughly in Chapter 3).  
 As van der Berg and Pasero suggest, there is a growing interest in analysing whether and how 
these activities constitute themselves as alternative to both traditional art institutions and the 
commercial art market (van den Berg and Pasero 2013 p.VII). I consider my practice-based thesis as a 
contribution to this research strand, entering into debate with many other theoreticians and 
practitioners, who examine practicing art and curating in such an expanded field (For example: Kester 
2011; O’Neill and Wilson 2010; O’Neill and Doherty 2010a; Sholette 2011; Thompson 2012; Yúdice 
2003). 
                                                          
8 I relate practically and theoretically to the artistic and curatorial endeavours of many other artists, collectives 
and curators working in this field, just to reference An-architektur, Art Leaks, Carrot Workers Collective, Chto 
Delat?, Celine Condorelli and Gavin Wade, Copenhagen Free University, Critical Practice, European Institute for 
Progressive Cultural Policies, Freee, Goldex Poldex, Myvillages.org, Politicised Practice Research Group, 
Precarious Workers Brigade, Public Works, raumlabor_berlin, Gregory Sholette, Aneta Szyłak, Nato Thompson, 
Universidad Nomada, Joanna Warsza, Artur Żmijewski, etc. I provide links to the relevant initiatives as a section 
in the bibliography.  
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 I contend here that project-making provides organisational, economic and social frameworks 
facilitating 'independent' artistic and curatorial production beyond the gallery-exhibition nexus. For 
this reason, I discuss 'independent' curating in the context of project-making, rather than focusing on 
the medium of an exhibition. In this respect, my analysis differs significantly from those 
conceptualisations of curatorial discourse and practice that emphasise the role of exhibition-making. 
In this respect, my thesis diverges from the analysis of the curatorial discourse presented by Paul 
O'Neill, who implies the centrality of exhibitions for the practice of curators considered as 'authors of 
the exhibitions'. As he states in the opening lines of his most recent book on curating 'to study the 
practice of curating is to reveal the ways in which art has been displayed, mediated, and discussed as 
part of our histories of exhibition making' (O’Neill 2012a p.1). From my point of view discourses, 
practices and genealogies of exhibition making are only of a secondary consequence, as there are 
several practices and traditions more significant for contextualising 'independent' curating in an 
expanded field. Instead of discussing curating in relation to the histories of art institutions, big artistic 
events or galleries, I look for the precursors of the project-related modes of production in the 
numerous historical instances of artistic self-organisation and experimentation beyond the confines 
of the 'gallery-exhibition nexus'. In this context, I position my study in relation to such historical 
examples as: the new genre of public art and projects of Mary Jane Jacobs and Suzanne Lacy from 
the 1990s (Compare: Jacob 1995; Lacy 1995); early examples of interdisciplinary artistic projects such 
as If you lived here of Martha Rosler (Compare: Rosler 1991); the tradition of artistic self organisation 
and artist run spaces from the 1960s onwards (Compare: Ault 2002); numerous historical examples 
of artistic collaborations (Compare: WHW 2005); the artistic expansion of the medium of exhibition 
by Fluxus or collectives like General Idea or Group Material (Compare: O’Neill 2012a pp.105–110; 
Richter 2012). I will not dwell on these histories, referring to them only at particular stages of the 
argument, as my practice-based thesis is not an historical study of art in the genealogy of a curatorial 
discourse. It is practice-based research in the contemporary forms of politicised 'independent' 
curating, for the sake of which I focus on the practical impact of project-(and not exhibition-)making. 
 Speaking from this position, I dissent with the attempts to conceptualise the curatorial 
practices unfolding beyond the 'gallery-exhibition nexus' by using such terms as 'the paracuratorial', 
introduced by the fourth issue of the Exhibitionist (June 2011). I am critical of the normative 
hierarchies implicit in the term that underscores the primacy of exhibition-making, while relegating 
all the activities, which I consider central to my practice, to the tenuously defined terrain of 
'paracurating'. The editors of the Exhibitionist define this form of curating 'not as bound to exhibition 
making, but rather as encompassing, and making primary, a range of activities  that have traditionally 
been parenthetical or supplementary to the exhibition proper' (Hoffmann and McDowell 2011 p.6). 
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The journal contains an accumulative definition of 'the paracuratorial', which according to Lívia Páldi 
encompasses various types of events, vaguely defined as 'an intertwining net of activities' and as 
'diverse modes of operation and conversation' (Páldi 2011 p.71). Approaching this term as an 
engaged practitioner, I sympathise with the critique formulated by Emily Pethick, who criticises 'the 
paracuratorial' as inadequately describing curatorial activities, while speaking from the position of 
'curator primarily involved in producing artists’ works that are often constituted through live events 
and other discursive processes' (Pethick 2011 p.77). Pethick criticises the term for unnecessary 
distinctions between 'regular' curating and activities classified as 'paracuratorial', while recognising 
the cognitive potential of the term to rekindle the discussion on the mediums of curating (Pethick 
2011 p.77). O'Neill, responding to this debate, also remains ambivalent with regard to 'the 
paracuratorial'. On the one hand O'Neill recognises 'the paracuratorial' as 'a useful term to describe 
transitional temporal processes of engagement with people taking precedence over exhibitions as 
the primary end product' (O’Neill 2012b p.58). On the other, O'Neill points out to the hierarchies 
embedded in 'the paracuratorial', which underscores the centrality of exhibitions, the stance 
considered by O'Neill as indicative for a conservative 'urge to return to more stable and traditional 
forms of production' (O’Neill 2012b p.60). 
 The term 'project-making', in contrast to 'the paracuratorial', does not discriminate against 
any curatorial mediums, because it points out to the organisational form (of a project) rather than 
any particular medium (of a group exhibition, biennale, artistic commission, public event, 
participatory action, urban intervention, educational activity, etc.). In other words, project-making 
emphasises the importance of project-related modes of production instead of focusing analysis on 
superficial classifications based on differences in curatorial mediums (as if they were genres).  
 My practice-based research, by focusing on the social aspects of curating, differs from 
the recent tendency in curatorial studies to philosophise about 'the curatorial' (Compare: Lind 
2012b; Martinon 2013; Bismarck et al. 2012)9. I approach this trend from a practical stance, 
which prompts scepticism about the programmatic suspension of practical concerns 
characteristic of this discourse, which presents itself as a meta-discussion on the methodological 
aspects of curating. For example, Irit Rogoff, a prominent scholar of the curatorial, states that 
the aim of her inquiries is 'to make the curatorial the staging ground of the development of an idea 
or an insight', she does not want to 'to conclude or to act, but rather to speculate and to draw a new 
                                                          
9 Because of the meta-discursive character of the term 'curatorial', the dissertation does not refer to 'the 
curatorial' as a noun, but rather discusses various iterations of curatorial practice, using 'curatorial' as an 
adjective. 
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set of relations' (Rogoff 2013 p.45). In another context, Rogoff (in conversation with Beatrice von 
Bismarck, Bismarck and Rogoff 2012 p.23) emphasises that the curatorial is an 'epistemic structure', 
which produces 'events of knowledge', differing from the practical applicability of techniques of 
curating. Similarly, for Beatrice von Bismarck, the curatorial is a form of meta-reflection upon the 
conditions of curating. As Bismarck states in the same conversation and using rather elusive 
language: 'curating is a constellational activity (...) by comparison, the curatorial is the dynamic field 
where the constellational condition comes into being' (2012 p.24). Maria Lind discusses the curatorial 
as 'a method, even a methodology' that is close to artistic postproduction, related to essayism, has 
performative sides and includes elements of orchestration and logistics (Lind 2012a p.12). Even 
though Lind emphasises that the curatorial differs from curating in an expanded field, she does not 
clearly state how it differs (Lind 2012a pp.11–12).  In her previous formulations of the curatorial, Lind 
emphasised that the curatorial expresses the demands to 'renegotiate the conventions of curating' 
and 'involves not just representing but presenting and testing (...) performs something here and now 
instead of merely mapping something from there and then' (Lind 2009). In this sense, similarly to 
Rogoff and Bismarck, Lind suggests that as curating is a form of craft or skill, the curatorial is a 
methodological meta-formulation of the techniques involved in curating. 
 I appreciate how the discourses on the curatorial critically expand the traditional notions of 
curating, but I differ from such meta-discourses by adopting a practical perspective. In contrast to 
these philosophical speculations, the reflection featured by this thesis is strictly practice-oriented, 
approaching the social pressures of 'independent' curating not as discursive abstractions, but as 
practical challenges. 
 
Context of practice: the 'independent' curator as producer 
 
 I contend that in order to investigate the politicised forms of 'independent' curating, it is 
necessary to shift focus from the themes, contents and mediums of curatorial activities to the social 
form of curatorial projects. In this respect, I have applied Benjamin’s notion of ‘the author as 
producer’ to the context of 'independent' curating, interpreting project-makers as politicised 
producers who intervene in the contemporary apparatuses of project-related production. This 
fundamental discussion with the essay of Benjamin has several implications, prompting the 
emergence of my basic terms, readjusting classical notions of Benjamin in the context of post-
Fordism, informing my focus on the contemporary modes of curatorial production, shaping my 
definition of politicised curating. The influence of Benjamin informs my claim that critical 
interventions in modes of administrating and organising cultural production are integral to politicised 
22 
 
curatorial practice. For this reason, my practice-based thesis consists of sociological accounts of 
project-based modes of curatorial production, rather than aligning with art historical interpretations 
of the outcomes of curatorial projects.  
 My way of thinking about curatorial practice diverges from the theories that firmly separate 
the aesthetical aspects of artistic (curatorial) practices from the administrative or organisational 
frameworks of aesthetical (curatorial) production, the primary example of which is the theory of 
Theodor Adorno (Adorno and Bernstein 1991 pp.108–109). In this respect, I agree with O'Neill who 
critically discusses Adorno's concepts, arguing that curating surpasses the rigid separation between 
the creative and the organisational aspects of cultural production (O’Neill 2012a p.89). O'Neill argues 
with Adorno in order to legitimise curators as 'authors of exhibitions', whose creativity and authorial 
capacities are comparable to the ones of artists.  In contrast to O'Neill and other commentators, such 
as Dorothee Richter or Anton Vidokle (Richter 2012; Vidokle 2010), I am not concerned here with 
arguing about similarities or differences between artistic and curatorial practices, especially in 
relation to their supposed creative autonomy or lack thereof. In other words, I do not discuss here 
whether curators are as creatively autonomous as artists in their curatorial activities. Instead, I focus 
on the curatorial resistance to the organisational impact of project-related modes of production, the 
clarification of which is identified here as an original, practice-based contribution to knowledge 
about contemporary curating.  
 Because my research is practice-based, there may be an assumption that the thesis analyses 
how the structural pressures, which have been identified, affect the aesthetical outcomes of 
curatorial processes. This is not my intention, as this thesis does not seek to clarify how the social 
pressures of project-making determine the aesthetical decisions of curators. My method sidelines 
these questions in order to scrutinise in detail the social aspects of curatorial practice, deemed 
essential to my argument and a contribution to knowledge. Nevertheless, my focus on the social 
form of curating is a heuristic operation and not an ontological assertion. I do assume that there 
exists a connection between social form and the aesthetical outcomes of curatorial processes. I even 
relate to this link in my argument, for example, when I discuss the influence of the temporal regimes 
of project-making on the development of my curatorial interests over time in Chapter 2, or when I 
analyse the impact of the project-related modes of control on the agendas of project-makers in 
Chapter 3. Yet, such explorations play only a secondary role in my argument, as I focus on the social 
relationship between the 'independent' curator as a producer and project-related modes of 
production. 
 I establish this particular focus on the social form of curating in direct response to the specific 
conditions of project-making. This mode of production operates indirectly by imposing on 
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'independent' curatorial activities a specific 'organisational grammar', the term derived from 
Boltanski and Chiapello's analysis of project-related modes of production. As Boltanski and Chiapello 
suggest, project-based organisational systems 'can win over forces hostile to capitalism by proposing 
a grammar that transcends it' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.111). They point out that 'anything can 
attain the status of a project, including ventures hostile to capitalism', creating a situation in which 
'capitalism and anti-capitalist critique alike are masked' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.111). 
Applying these concepts in the context of 'independent' curating, I contend that even though the 
'organisational grammar' of project-making facilitates a variety of curatorial projects, including ones 
critical of neoliberalism, its basic rules comply with the premises of networked capitalism.  
 In response to this pervasive imposition of neoliberalism, I align the programme of radical 
opportunism with Gielen's critique of 'catalogue activism' (Gielen 2010 p.19).  Gielen emphasises the 
lack of reflectivity characteristic of some contemporary star curators, who curate projects 
thematically critical of global capitalism, while organising those projects in a way complicit with 
neoliberalism (Gielen 2010 p.14). The interesting point in Gielen's analysis is not his denunciation of 
curatorial hypocrisy, but rather that he contextualises the divergence between (neoliberal) social 
form and (declaratively progressive) content of curatorial activities in project-related modes of 
production. Gielen criticises 'catalogue activism' because 'independent' curators fail, or are unwilling 
to critically address their own position of opportunistic project developers (Gielen 2010 p.19). I will 
revisit Gielen's concepts in the later stages of the argument (Section 1.2 Radical Opportunism), where 
I will discuss the fundamental differences between our programmes, as my practical approach to the 
challenges of project-related opportunism differs significantly from Gielen's proposition, which is to 
abandon project-making entirely. In spite of this divergence, I align my criticism of curatorial 
opportunism with his critique of 'catalogue activism'. In the terms proposed here, 'catalogue 
activists' are merely opportunistic as long as they do not challenge the 'organisational grammar' of 
project-making. In contrast, in addition to issuing critical curatorial utterances, radical opportunism 
attempts to intervene in the grammatical rules of project-making in accordance with the political 
stance oppositional to neoliberalism. 
 The shift from content to the social form of curatorial activities, characteristic of both 
Gielen's critique of 'catalogue activism' and this programme of radical opportunism, refers directly to 
the historical propositions of Walter Benjamin. The key terms of this thesis result from my 
application of concepts from The Author as Producer to the specific conditions of project-related 
modes of production. The central aim of Benjamin‘s essay, with which I align my argument, is to 
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politicise authors as producers, by defining the apparatus of literary production10 as a site of political 
intervention, scrutinising the position of authors inside the relationships of production of a period 
(Benjamin 1970 p.2). For the sake of his argument Benjamin differentiates between authorial 
‘tendency’ and ‘technique’ (Benjamin 1970 p.2). According to Benjamin, the authors who represent 
the correct political tendency and use the unchallenged apparatus to disseminate politically engaged 
contents, merely reproduce the current form of class relations (Benjamin 1970 p.8). The authorial 
technique, in contrast, aims at revolutionising the apparatus in solidarity with the political struggle of 
the proletariat (Benjamin 1970 p.8). I define the opposition between radical and cynical forms of 
opportunism in accord with this analysis. The difference between cynical and radical opportunism (or 
authorial technique and authorial tendency) does not derive from political declarations or the 
intentions of a curator (or an author). This divergence is defined by taking into account whether and 
how a curator (or an author) practically challenges the structural embedment of the apparatus in the 
criticised relations of production (in the case of this research - in neoliberalism).  In this sense, the 
opposition between a radical and a mere opportunist derives from their differing responses to the 
apparatus of project-making. Radical opportunism is a form of value-driven resistance to the 
'organisational grammar' of project-making, while mere opportunism is a form of complicity with the 
structural pressures dictated by the calculations of individual interest. 
 Both Gielen's critique of 'catalogue activism' (which echoes Benjamin's criticism of authorial 
tendency by pointing out the divergence between the author's political convictions and his/her 
position inside the relations of production) and my attempts to conceptualise radical opportunism 
contribute to the wider revival of interest in Benjamin's materialistic programme.  One example of 
this trend is the 10th issue of Manifesta Journal (2010), titled Curator as Producer, to which Gielen 
contributed  alongside such authors as John Roberts (Roberts 2010b) and Luke Skrebowski 
(Skrebowski 2010). All of these authors utilised Benjamin's concepts to critically scrutinise 
contemporary forms of curating, interpreting from various angles curators as producers positioned 
inside the contemporary relations of production. Roberts discusses curating in comparison with 
artistic practices and in the context of transformations in the general social technique (Roberts 2010b 
p.52), while emphasising the importance of artistic dissent from 'the prevailing institutional, 
academic and bureaucratic formats' (Roberts 2010b p.57). He postulates that curators 'need to 
become like artists' in their negation of institutional frameworks (Roberts 2010b p.57), the practical 
applicability of which I will discuss more thoroughly in Section2.2 Free/slowness.  Skrebowski 
                                                          
10 I will discuss Benjamin's sociological critique of the apparatus of literary production in Section 1.1 The 
apparatus of project-making. 
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proposes the analysis of the position of curators (and their exhibitions) in relation to the 
characteristic of class dynamics in contemporary capitalism, postulating the solidarity of curators as 
producers with 'precariat', i.e. a precarious workforce characteristic of post-Fordism (Skrebowski 
2010 p.83). Even though my general analysis of the contemporary situation of project-makers aligns 
with the diagnosis of Skrebowski, his text is deliberately framed as a postulate for the future, i.e. he 
does not discuss in detail what such solidarity with precariat would entail (Skrebowski 2010 p.83). In 
contrast, my research is predominantly practical, dissecting the implications of applying such forms 
of solidarity in curatorial practice (for example in Section 4.2 Interdependent curating). 
 My practice-based research not only aligns with contemporary applications of Benjamin's 
programme, but also contributes to the growing field of research on the social processes integral to 
curatorial practice.  Similar to my approach, this kind of research points towards the background 
mechanisms of curatorial practice neglected by historical accounts of art and critical reviews of 
curatorial projects, which focus mainly on their contents. George Yúdice gives an example of a 
symptomatic lack of balanced critical appraisal in his analysis of inSITE, a public art festival happening 
in Tijuana and San Diego in the 1990s and 2000s. He points out that 'of the 650 reviews and critical 
essays written about [the events] not one deals with the year-long preparations [...] that make a 
work possible.' He follows in a similar tone: 'writers often hark back to the avantgardist notion of 
bringing art and life together, yet do not appreciate that life [...] flows through a capillary profusion 
of macro- and micro-institutions and networks of individuals' (Yúdice 2003 p.326). However, the 
reviews that Yúdice mentions have fulfilled other purposes than a sociological analysis of the 
apparatus, as they focused on the aesthetical side of curatorial projects. As Yúdice argues when 
discussing the political and social outcomes of curatorial activities, the critical or art historical 
analysis does not suffice in expanding our understanding of what he calls the 'reality effects'11 of 
curatorial programmes. I align with his stance precisely on this point, as I trace the politics of curating 
in relation to the organisational reality of 'independent' curatorial projects, rather than with 
reference to the aesthetical contents of their activities. 
                                                          
11 '(...) the organizational work done by inSITE directors and staff, deserves at least as much attention as the 
most successful art projects in the program, for it can tell us much about the human and institutional potential 
of the region as well as the creativity in interaction and setting up networks that has enormous reality effects. 
(...) We can learn a lot about dealing with inequalities, incongruities, and contradictions, understand how all 
the parties (...) relate to each other and how measures might be devised and taken, concretely, to mobilize the 
considerable forces of the program to produce effects that are not limited to the idealistic statements of the 
catalogue.' (Yúdice 2003 pp.311–312) 
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 In order to clarify the specific emphasis of my thesis, I point towards recent examples of 
practice-based research that have tried to address this kind of systemic omission. For example, 
Celine Condorelli and Gavin Wade explore the notion of 'Support Structure' in architectural and 
curatorial practice, similarly to this thesis focusing on the background processes of curating. Wade 
and Condorelli modify the architectural facilities and organisational processes related to curating in 
order to support various artistic iterations or public activities. Their declared aim is to 'design and 
create a universally adaptive Support Structure in support of artefacts, information and human 
activities' (Wade and Condorelli 2007; Condorelli et al. 2009). As Andrea Phillips suggests, their 
programme is informed by the principles of 'generosity and friendship', attempting to give a spatial 
and physical dimension to aspects of 'faulty, hopeful, absent, attested democracy' (Phillips 2007). 
But, while I share with Wade and Condorelli their focus on the background processes of curating and 
political sympathies, my thesis diverges from their explorations in emphasising the structural 
pressures of project-making. I focus on how politicised curators can critically respond to their own 
embedment in the apparatus that both supports and subsumes their critical projects, identifying 
structurally imposed opportunism as one of the main challenges of politicised curating.  
 Another interesting example of practice-based research that analyses the organisational 
reality of curatorial projects is Iñes Moreira’s thesis, which analyses the 'backstage' of curatorial 
projects, dissecting the processes of preparation and production leading to a curatorial outcome 
(Moreira 2013). However, by referring to the tradition of Actors-Network Theory, she underscores 
the architectural and material rather than social and political side of those processes, which differs 
significantly from my approach.  
 Examples of more socially inclined analysis of curatorial processes can be found in the 
research of Aneta Szyłak and Sophie Hope. Szyłak discusses the concept of 'curating context', where 
context is understood as a social, political and institutional background of any particular curatorial 
iteration (Szyłak 2013). She analyses how curators navigate the pressures and frictions embedded in 
such context, which aligns her research with this thesis. But, in contrast to Szyłak, who is interested 
in navigating the contingencies related to the particular location and institutional setup, my 
arguments are clearly focused on the project-related modes of production.  
 My thesis shares with Hope an interest in the structures of curatorial and artistic production 
in the expanded field of art. Hope, speaking from a more artistic perspective, discusses the notion of 
cultural democracy in critical responses to the bureaucratic regimes regulating and instrumentally 
utilising public art commissions and socially engaged practices (Hope 2011). In contrast to Hope, my 
research does not account for the relationship between producers and wider constituencies, instead 
focusing on the position of cultural producers in the apparatus of project-making. As a result, I do not 
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analyse, as Hope does, the adverse effects of the commissioning agencies on the democratising 
potential of socially engaged projects. I do not analyse the potential impact of project-related 
opportunism on the possibilities of implementing 'cultural democracy' among participants of 
curatorial projects. Instead, I identify and challenge dependency on opportunities as the main vehicle 
of project-related modes of governance (as described in Section 3.1 Control).  
 My emphasis on the structural aspects of curatorial practice could also be read with 
reference to the premises of New Institutionalism, which in the 1990s and 2000s attempted to 
transform institutional practices in accordance with the propositions formulated by institutional 
critique (Compare: Moentmann 2009; Welchman 2006). In contrast to the proponents of this strand 
of research and practice, I am not interested in discussing institutional practices and the recuperation 
of critique by artistic institutions, because my research aims to dissect systems of flexible production, 
which unfold beyond the confines of those institutions. In the context of project-making, several 
problems, central to the institutional critique (and respectively to New Institutionalism), become 
irrelevant. The problems related to the inside/outside of an institution, an institutional authority or 
an institutional cooptation lose their importance, when approached from the point of view of the 
network, which transgresses these distinctions, while implementing new systems of governance. The 
project-related modes of production facilitate curatorial 'independency' (from art institutions) only 
to subsume such 'independent' activities by means of the 'organisational grammar' of project-
making. Such pervasive and diffused systems of control necessitate other forms of resistance than 
the ones formulated in response to more stable and tangible institutional systems. Consequently, I 
will not constitute my argument in direct reference to New Institutionalism, even though I share its 
pragmatically critical approach to the social mechanisms regulating artistic production.  
 Before moving to the next stages of the argument, it is important to make a disclaimer about 
the authorship of the thesis. The validity of the proposed research does not rely on the exclusive, 
individual authorship of the curatorial projects featured. I was immersed in every project presented 
as one of their initiators and curators, significantly shaping their curatorial form.  However, I do not 
claim to be their sole, individual author and acknowledge that every curatorial project presented is 
an effect of the social cooperation that coalesces the creative impulses of several individuals. 
Additionally, it has to be noted that the social form of the curatorial activities referenced shares 
several aspects with other projects and activities, which respond to the general pressures of project-
related modes of production. As a result, the curatorial projects presented do not make the claim 
that their value depends on their distinctive uniqueness. The research does claim that the originality 
of the knowledge formulated is an effect of the reflective examination of curatorial practices, 
illustrated by the projects completed before or parallel with the doctoral research. Though the 
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research involves a solitary reflective labour, the argument presented is also the effect of critical 
collaboration with supervisors, peers and the academic community. The individual element is 
considered as a modest addition to the existing body of knowledge with which the research enters 
into a critical dispute. 
 
Section 0.4 Thesis structure 
 
 The entire structure of the argument is defined in response to the central question of the 
thesis: what are the politicised responses to the social pressures of 'independent' curating? The 
purpose of every Chapter is to apply this central question to a particular aspect of practice. Every 
Chapter shares a similar structure: the first section of each Chapter describes the particular structural 
pressure; the second section discusses the politicised responses; and the third reflects upon the 
limitations of resistance. The purpose of Chapter 1 is to rehearse the problem on an abstract level as 
interplay between the theoretical concepts of the apparatus of project-making, radical opportunism 
and neoliberalism. Chapter 2 applies this theoretical framework to practice, analysing 'independent' 
curatorial responses prompted by the temporal pressures of the apparatus. The aim of Chapter 3 is 
to dissect how 'independent' curators respond critically to the modes of project-related governance. 
The purpose of Chapter 4 is to discuss politicised curatorial practices formulated in order to alleviate 
the competitive pressure of the apparatus.  
 In order to answer the research question, I analyse particular aspects of curatorial practice by 
dividing them into consecutive sections, related to social pressure, response and limitation. 
Obviously, in the course of curatorial processes, structural pressures, critical resistance and systemic 
limitations unfold simultaneously and are intermeshed. When I present these processes 
consecutively and in isolation, it is only for the sake of clarity and not because I retroactively try to 
impose a logical order on the processes that, in reality, lack such logical consistency. 
 I apply the same method to the content of consecutive Chapters. In practice, systems of 
governance intersect with the temporal structures of project-making and reciprocally magnify the 
competitive pressure of the apparatus. It is only for the reason of analytical clarity that I discuss them 
consecutively, as if they were separated pressures. I adopt this mode of argument in order to amplify 
the tacit knowledge of curatorial practice, reflectively identify and explain its particular aspects. 
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Chapter 1 
Theoretical Framework 
 
 In the following sections, I explicate the theoretical framework of the thesis, by defining my 
key terms, the apparatus of project-making and radical opportunism. I will also discuss neoliberalism, 
understood here as the structural context for and limitation of 'independent' curating. This Chapter 
rehearses my theoretical framework on a more general level. In the following Chapters, I will apply 
this theoretical framework to the specific features of 'independent' curating, by discussing particular 
pressures of the apparatus and the responses made to each of them.  
 The Chapter commences with the debate associated with the notion of the apparatus of 
project-making, analysing project-related modes of production in the context of post-Fordism. I will 
particularly focus on analysing the fundamental ambivalence of project-making, as the basis for 
politicisation of 'independent' curating. The second section will proceed with a clarification of the 
notion of radical opportunism and its practical and theoretical ramifications. The third section will 
facilitate the general discussion about the strategic programme of neoliberalism as the general 
context and limitation of 'independent' curating.  
   
Section 1.1 The apparatus of project-making 
 
I establish the term 'apparatus of project-making' as an 'ideal type' that supports my analysis 
of the impact of project-related modes of production on 'independent' curatorial practice, 
highlighting the strategic convergence of the discourse, organisational schemes, institutions, policies 
and subjective values characteristic of what I call here project-making.  
I will proceed by consecutively presenting two constitutive conceptual elements of the term. 
First, I discuss 'project-making' as a neologism signifying the omnipresence of projects in 
'independent' curatorial practice. Second, I will clarify how the term 'apparatus' supports the analysis 
of modes of production and social pressures characteristic of 'independent' curating. During the later 
stages, I will discuss the fundamental ambivalence of project-related modes of production as 
characteristic of post-Fordism, and will present opportunism as one of the main challenges to 
politicised curators. 
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Project-making 
 
I deliberately constitute the neologism 'project-making' in order to discuss project-related 
approaches to organising the professional activities of 'independent' curators and other freelancers. 
My focus on the formative role of projects in contemporary art aligns with many other observations 
of the formative role of projects for artistic and curatorial production (of Raunig, Gielen and others). 
However, even though other commentators discuss the importance of projects, they do not talk 
about project-making, but use other terms such as 'organising projects' or 'curating projects'. I 
introduce the neologism 'project-making' to underline my primary focus on the social practices of 
curators as 'makers' of curatorial projects. By this neologism I emphasise that the practice of 'making 
projects' involves a bundle of intertwined activities, such as looking for opportunities, connecting, 
proposing, applying, relating, assembling, reporting. For example, a project such as Disappearing, 
presented in Appendix 4, continued for more than a year, when preparation, execution and reporting 
is included. After identifying a municipal open call as a source of potential funding, together with 
Bogna Świątkowska, my fellow curator, we devised a satisfactory concept of the project, turned it 
into an application, established a time plan and devised a budget, supported by producers from Bęc 
Zmiana Foundation. When we received confirmation of funding, we needed to assemble a group of 
twelve artists, meet with them, and discuss their concepts. Based on proposals received, we 
commissioned artists to realise their site-specific installations, performances and interventions, some 
of which demanded an involvement of a team of assistants and producers, hired especially for this 
purpose. At the same time, Bęc Zmiana managed the public relations of the project, working with 
programmers and designers to create a dedicated web page, and to design and distribute a series of 
postcards. The project concluded with a public event, during which documentation of the project 
was presented. At the same time, together with two other editors, we worked on the catalogue, to 
which over twenty authors and artists contributed. After the project concluded, we were 
contractually obliged to deliver narrative and financial reports to the funders. These were accepted 
in Spring 2010, more than a year after the project had been conceived. All of these activities 
contribute to what I understand by using the term project-making, which denominate a plethora of 
interrelated activities specific to the work of 'independent' curators. 
The project-related modes of production are characteristic not only of 'independent' 
curators, but are much more widely adopted in contemporary, networked capitalism. The 
introduction of project-based forms of organising is a specific instance of a wider transformation of 
social production under what many theoreticians call post-Fordism (For example: Virno and Hardt 
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1996; Hardt and Negri 2005; Virno 2004; Berardi 2009; Hardt and Negri 2009; Gielen and Bruyne 
2009; Gielen 2009). Post-Fordism is usually defined as a social and economic formation, which has 
emerged in the West since the 1960s, replacing industrial forms of organising relations between 
labour and capital. Post-fordism is characterised by relocating social production beyond the factory 
system, the dominance of the service sectors, flexible labour arrangements, globalisation, the 
dominant role of networks and the acceleration of mobility (both of workforce and capital).  
Project-making, as a form of production embedded in post-Fordism, shares many similar 
traits with what Maurizio Lazzarato calls 'immaterial labour' (Lazzarato 1996), which involves the bio-
political, affective and emotional capacities of working subjects. The term 'immaterial labour', 
according to Lazzarato, is an element of the wider political project, as it accentuates the hybrid 
nature of new forms of labour, from which could potentially emerge new political alliances and forms 
of collective intelligence. Lazzarato does not suggest that 'immaterial labour' does not have a 
material component, i.e. that it is somehow 'spiritual' (Lazzarato in conversation with Bojana Cvejić: 
Cvejić and Lazzarato 2010 p.12). He emphasises that the concept of 'immaterial labour' points 
towards the differences between old forms of industrial work, which reduce workers to their manual 
capacities, and new forms of labour, which engage subjects cognitively and affectively. In a similar 
vein, Paulo Virno suggests that contemporary workers are similar to 'virtuosos', because of the 
systemic emphasis on workers' individual performance, public self-presentation, and their cognitive 
involvement in the execution of tasks (Virno 2004 pp.53–66). Such 'virtuosity', according to Virno, is 
both a form of work, cooperation, politics and communication, the synthesis of which facilitates the 
emergence of what he calls a 'general intellect', a form of collective intelligence and political 
mobilisation under post-Fordism (Virno 2004 p.66).  
In this thesis, instead of discussing curating in the broad context of post-Fordism, I analyse 
specifically project-making as a form of 'immaterial labour', in which projects play a central role. I 
underline the importance of projects for 'independent' curating by referring to their role in my 
practice. As an 'independent' curator I am constantly exposed to project-related modes of 
production, not only when I conduct my own curatorial projects (such as exhibitions, public art 
projects, research programmes, publications, etc.). The vast majority of my other professional 
activities (when I am commissioned to write articles, deliver presentations, lead workshops or 
moderate panels, etc.) are organised in a project-related environment. They consist of short-term 
assignments, which usually involve temporary teams of cultural producers, with whom I realise a 
clearly defined task in a fixed timescale. For example, in May 2009, during the preparations for 
Parade, I prepared a research visit for Critical Practice in Warsaw. It can be considered to have been 
a project in itself, involving fund-raising, conceptual and organisational planning, coordination, 
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logistics and reporting. Precisely this omnipresence of projects leads theoreticians such as Pascal 
Gielen to examine the position and strategies of 'independent' curators in the context of project-
related modes of production (Gielen 2009; Gielen and Bruyne 2009; Gielen 2010; Gielen 2013a). 
Similarly to Gielen, when I discuss project-making, I apply to the field of curatorial practice the 
concepts established by Botlanski and Chiapello in their seminal work New Spirit of Capitalism 
(2005). It is important to emphasise that Boltanski and Chiapello do not refer to projects in the 
context of contemporary artistic practice. Their study refers to the role of projects in contemporary 
management. I consider their analysis of project-related modes of management as an 'instrument of 
objectification', the application of which enables me to critically examine the role of projects in 
contemporary artistic and curatorial practice.  
Use of the term ‘projects’ to describe artistic and curatorial practices dates back to the 
1970s, since then project-related modes of organisation has emerged to take a dominant position in 
the expanded field of art (as discussed in the Section 0.3 The role of practice). According to von 
Bismarck, in this period the development of artistic projects began to be considered as an alternative 
to the typical, object-oriented and studio-based artistic practice, facilitating the expansion of the field 
of art beyond the 'gallery-exhibition nexus' (van der Berg 2013 pp.66–69). Boris Groys has these 
kinds of artistic projects in mind when he proclaims that: 
 Each project is above all the declaration of another, new future that is supposed 
to come about once the project has been executed. But in order to induce such a new 
future one first has to take a period of leave or absence for oneself, with which the 
project has transferred its agent into a parallel state of heterogeneous time (Groys 2008 p.3) 
Groys locates the 'loneliness of the project' in relation to the specific form of temporality 
characteristic of the aesthetical or political avant-garde. Groys defines projects as collective or 
individual undertakings, the main aim of which is to envision and change social or aesthetical order 
(Groys 2008 p.2). When Groys speaks about projects, he clearly does not define them in the context 
of management. On the contrary, he critically mentions project-related systems of financing cultural 
production as bureaucratic formalisations of avantgardistic undertakings, which defile the 
fundamental premises of daring aesthetical or political projects (Groys 2008 p.1). My analysis of 
project-making addresses this friction between projects understood as artistic or curatorial 
endeavours and projects understood as an organisational form.  For example, a project such as the 
KNOT, was not only a managerial platform for assembling over two hundred people in Germany, 
Poland and Romania. It was initiated because a group of curators, artists and assistants believed in 
the project's potential to actualise a kind of utopian, mobile community, with the aim of intervening 
in the public spaces of Berlin, Warsaw and Bucharest. These two aspects of the KNOT converged 
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when project-related managerial structures supported the realisation of our utopian project for 
establishing new public spaces in the respective cities. On the other hand, the managerial 
frameworks diverged from our conceptual impulses, when the constraints of project-making, such as 
the necessity to follow a strict time schedule, disrupted the processes of inhabiting urban sites, which 
require more open temporal frameworks.  
 I refer to the study of Boltanski and Chiapello precisely in order to analyse the organisational 
and managerial formalisations of curatorial projects. Still it is important to acknowledge the 
complexity of this term even in managerial discourse, because project-related social technologies not 
only support the management of small project teams, but also justify new flexible modes of 
production, proposing a kind of moral order. Boltanski and Chiapello describe this double 
(managerial and moral) function of projects in the networked, or what they call 'connexionist', form 
of capitalism which materialised after the 1970s. According to Boltanski and Chiapello, projects 
implement a form of order within the network, otherwise impossible, as a purely networked society 
'would simply contain flows, where nothing could be stabilized, accumulated or crystallized' 
(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.105). Examining new management literature from the 1980s and 
1990s, they trace the emergence of what they call the 'projective city'. Every city, as a 'moral spirit of 
capitalism', is a system of justification that validates systemic arrangements by constraining the 
otherwise disruptive excesses of capitalism (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 pp.24–27). Orders of worth 
stabilise the social field by providing vision of common good, of values and ways of doing things that 
are justifiable, i.e. commonly accepted as valid, impartial, credible and socially beneficial. The 
projective city is a response to the evolution of the new, flexible modes of capitalistic production 
operating in the globalised and networked world.  
 In their treatise, Boltanski and Chiapello provide a detailed account of how this new project-
centred social order functions. According to Boltanski and Chiapello, the project is:  
 a mass of active connections apt to create forms - that is to say, bring  objects and 
 subjects into existence - by stabilizing certain connections and making them irreversible. It is 
 thus a temporary pocket of accumulation which, creating value, provides a base for the 
 requirement of extending the network by furthering connections (Boltanski and Chiapello 
 2005 p.105, italics by authors)  
Boltanski and Chiapello describe the projective order of worth as having multiple features, as it 
regulates systems of values, modes of social control, organisation of production. I will not discuss 
their concepts in detail here but will refer to them in the following Chapters, where I will align their 
analysis with examples of project-making in practice. I will focus on those features of projects that I 
identify as having the greatest influence on 'independent' curating:   
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1. Temporariness and flexibility of project-making will be discussed in Chapter 2.   
2. Project-related control will be analysed in Chapter 3. 
3. Competitiveness of project-making will be dissected in Chapter 4.  
I consider these features of project-making as structural pressures, formatted in line with the 
hegemonic programme of neoliberalism.  
 
The apparatus 
 
 In order to discuss the convergence of structural pressures constitutive for project-related 
modes of production I introduce the term 'apparatus'. I derive this term and its conceptual role from 
Benjamin’s programme, already sketched in the Section 0.3 The role of practice. As I have argued, 
radical opportunism differs from 'catalogue activism', because it approaches the apparatus 
differently - instead of conforming to the apparatus, considers the apparatus as the site for 
politicised intervention. This conceptualisation is similar to Benjamin's understanding of the 
difference between authorial technique and tendency. Consequently, the sociological analysis of the 
apparatus grounds both (Benjamin's and mine) arguments.  
  Benjamin argues that authorial technique is different from authorial tendency, because it 
challenges the embedment of the apparatus in the relations of production and class systems of 
capitalism. On the one hand, Benjamin recognises that the apparatus facilitates the production, 
dissemination, and consumption of literature as a form of social activity. On the other hand, 
Benjamin argues that the apparatus is not a neutral infrastructure, which simply enables an authorial 
creation or transmits an authorial message. He endeavours to prove that the apparatus is always 
situated in the class dynamics and their underlying political and economic struggles. As a result, as 
Benjamin suggests, the apparatus does not simply transmit an authorial message, but rather utilises 
it for the sake of the class who controls the apparatus12. This embedment in class relations is 
addressed by authorial technique, which in contrast to authorial tendency, partakes in the 
revolutionary struggle of the proletariat to sever the apparatus from the bourgeoisie (Benjamin 1970 
p.7).  
 I share Benjamin's insistence on analysing the political position of a practitioner in relation to 
the apparatus, but I adjust his concepts to the complexities of project-making, defining differently 
                                                          
12 For example, the bourgeoisie-controlled press back in the 1930s reinforced the division between educated 
intelligentsia and uneducated workers, which naturalised the class privileges of the bourgeoisie (Benjamin 1970 
p.3). Importantly, the materials printed in the given newspaper could even represent the politically correct 
tendency, however, their political message was distorted, or even contradicted by the form of dissemination. 
35 
 
the internal composition of the apparatus and its embedment in the power relations. Benjamin 
describes the apparatus as an 'intellectual means of production' (Benjamin 1970 p.8), which could be 
socialised in a manner similar to other means of production, such as factories. As I reconceptualise 
his term in the contemporary context of project-related modes of production, I do not consider the 
apparatus to be just a 'means of production'. The apparatus is not a thing, a machine, an institution 
or an organisation, which could be controlled by any individual, class or social movement. I rather 
define the apparatus as an ensemble of diverse components, such as subjects, things, practices, 
discourses, institutions, and resources. Such apparatus is codified by an 'organisational grammar' 
that organises relations between heterogeneous elements in a manner specific to different power 
formations. In the context of project-making, it is codified in line with the fundamental ambivalence 
of post-Fordism and its neoliberal articulations. In other words, the apparatus is both a systemic 
codification of the social relations and a tangible materialisation of this code in the social form of 
particular projects, institutions, subjectivities and networks. Such definition of the apparatus refers 
to the concepts of Michel Foucault, who describes social apparatuses ('dispositif' in French) as 
'systems of relations' or 'heterogeneous ensembles' that link together such elements as: 
  discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative 
 measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions – (...) 
 the said as much as the unsaid (Foucault 1980 p.194).  
As Foucault suggests, the elements of social apparatuses are both implicit and explicit (i.e. 'said as 
much as the unsaid').  Some of them, as he says 'can figure at one time as the programme of an 
institution, and at another it can function as a means of justifying or masking a practice which itself 
remains silent' (Foucault 1980 p.195). Similarly, I dissect both the implicit and explicit elements of the 
apparatus of project-making. On the one hand, I analyse such tangible mechanisms of organising 
cultural production as public grant systems, explicitly codified in legal formulas. On the other, I 
expose commonsensical 'doxas' of 'independent' curating as the tacit and unspoken knowledge of 
project-making. I define the apparatus of project-making as a configuration of relations between 
such heterogeneous elements, as the discourses of individual freedom and flexibility, the 
organisational formats of project-based management, the grant systems as embodiments of cultural 
policies, the legal acts in which they are embedded, the applications as interfaces linking applicants 
and funders, the values and subjectivities of project-makers, etc.  
 The apparatus is not only a means of production, but is also in itself productive, producing 
and reproducing social relations. According to Foucault, power relations do not only discipline or 
prohibit, they rather have a 'directly productive role, wherever they come into play' (Foucault 1990 
p.94). Power relations prompt the emergence of social forms, while subduing them in the 'interplay 
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of nonegalitarian and mobile relations' (Foucault 1990 p.94). Power traverses through different social 
relations, fluctuating in time, shaping social forms and moulding the links between people and things 
in a manner specific for a particular discourse or a power formation. It is impossible to own or control 
such productive assemblage, as it is not only highly complex and contingent, but also because it 
facilitates the emergence of individual and collective subjects. One might try to rearrange the 
'organisational grammar' of such apparatuses, but one cannot simply recuperate it as a result of 
revolutionary upheaval, due to its intangibility and pervasiveness. 
 Every apparatus is strategically embedded in the general relations of production and power 
formations. Respectively, the apparatus of project-making is embedded in post-Fordism and 
neoliberalism. In order to explain the nature of this embedment, I rely on Foucault’s accounts of the 
strategic connections between social apparatuses and hegemonic discourses or socio-economic 
formations. Although apparatuses do not constitute a coherent form of social organisation, every 
apparatus is defined by its 'dominant strategic function' (Foucault 1980 p.196).  In this respect, any 
apparatus is 'a rational and concrete intervention in the relations of forces, either so as to develop 
them in a particular direction, or to block them, to stabilize them, and to utilize them' (Foucault 1980 
p.196). Foucault's analysis is in some of its aspects similar to that of Benjamin. Both state that 
apparatuses are never neutral, but rather always embedded in power relations. Benjamin interprets 
relations of production as dominated by the interests of two oppositional classes (bourgeoisie and 
proletariat), analysing the apparatus as being in the service of either one or another political actor. In 
contrast, Foucault argues that power relations exceed and penetrate class divisions. The 'strategic 
function' of social apparatuses should not be conflated with the notion of class dominance. In a 
similar vein, my thesis does not refer to the notion of class antagonism to analyse the current form of 
the apparatus. Instead of discussing nuances of the contemporary class relations, I just contend that 
the apparatus remains 'strategically functional' to neoliberalism, as the hegemonic formation of 
contemporary capitalism (analysed in Section 1.3 Neoliberalism). 
 
 
Fundamental ambivalence of project-related modes of production 
 
 Yet, despite this connection to neoliberalism, project-related modes of production remain 
fundamentally ambivalent. Throughout this thesis I contend that project-making (and more generally 
post-Fordism) is able to facilitate the emergence of new forms of collective autonomy and social 
collaboration. For example, F/SUW pragmatically attempts to utilise project-related modes of 
production in order to sustain its autonomy from state institutions and capitalistic markets. I would 
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even argue that the apparatus of project-making enables such ways of exercising collective 
autonomy as practiced by F/SUW. Our conferences, research programmes, and publications were 
produced by utilising public grants. But I do not only mean here the role played by project funding, as 
the very structure of F/SUW (discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 3) is influenced by project-
related modes of organisation. No one of us is an 'employee' of F/SUW. Our professional 
relationships to F/SUW are mediated projects on which we work together. Our activities in F/SUW 
constitute a fraction of our professional and personal portfolios. The majority of F/SUW members are 
mobile participants of artistic and academic networks. All these network-related tendencies form 
conditions of possibility for F/SUW, while constituting the structural pressures, which negatively 
impact the collective and to which we critically respond. In this sense, F/SUW is as much enabled by 
project-related apparatuses, as it is a result of resistance to the social pressures of project-making.  
 Because F/SUW self-organises by following the models alternative to state institutions and 
capitalist enterprises, it is similar to other iterations of collective autonomy formulated under post-
Fordism. Paolo Virno analyses these autonomous models by using such terms as 'multitude' (Virno 
2004 p.21) and 'general intellect' (Virno 2001; Virno 2004 pp.37–40). Even though I use different 
terminology, I am interested in Virno's insights regarding the ambiguities of post-Fordism, as they 
facilitate my inquiries into the ambivalence of project-related modes of production. According to 
Virno, the fundamental ambivalence of post-Fordism unfolds in 'the most diverse contexts of 
experience (work, leisure, feelings, politics, etc.)' (Virno 2004 p.84). On the one hand, post-Fordism 
causes several 'bad sentiments', such as: 'opportunism, cynicism, social integration, inexhaustible 
recanting, cheerful resignation' (Virno 2004 p.84). On the other, post-Fordism prompts virtuosic 
cooperation and general intellect, potentially foundational for the emergence of the multitude and 
new forms of resistance. I utilise this insight into the ambivalent nature of post-Fordism to 
conceptualise my programme of radical opportunism, more thoroughly discussed in the Section 1.2. 
 In order to depict internal contradictions specific to project-making, I align the  observations 
of Virno with Boltanski and Chiapello's analysis of the emergence of the projective city. The 
connexionist world, as Boltanski and Chiapello emphasise, encompasses numerous negative 
consequences such as lack of safety and material stability. In order to legitimise these drawbacks, the 
projective order of worth incorporates promises of individual freedom, flexibility, novelty, 
authenticity and creativity (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.97). Boltanski and Chiapello trace the 
sources of this incorporation (and thus of the moral power of the projective city), by pointing 
towards the cooptation by networked capitalism of what they call the artistic critique of capitalism. 
This mode of critique had already been formulated by the late 19th century, targeting such features 
of industrial capitalism as boredom, alienation and discipline by alluding to bohemian principles such 
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as authenticity, individual freedom and creative expression (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.38). 
Precisely this set of values informed the formation of the counterculture surrounding the social 
protests of the late 1960s and early 1970s, to whose demands new management responded in the 
1980s and 1990s.  The cooptation of artistic critique has not been abolished, but rather slightly 
transformed capitalism by incorporating demands for a more enticing, creative and mobile life, while 
reinstating exploitation and alienation in the forms specific to a networked society. 
 These two fundamental ambivalences - of post-Fordism and of the projective city - has a 
remarkable impact on project-makers who experience them as professional and existential 
contradictions. On the one hand, project-making facilitates 'independence' and mobility for project-
makers by providing them with resources and organisational structures. On the other hand, project-
making indirectly imposes on practitioners exploitative and alienating systems of networked 
management, structured according to the programme of neoliberalism.  
 
Opportunism 
 
 Post-Fordism and more specifically project-related modes of production prompt the 
emergence of what I call here 'opportunism'. My definition of the term refers to Virno's  'structural, 
sober, non-moralistic definition of opportunism', which emphasises the 'technical importance' of 
opportunism in the structural conditions of post-Fordism (Virno 2004 p.86). As Virno says: 
 The roots of opportunism lie in an outside-of-the-workplace socialization marked by 
 unexpected turns, perceptible shocks, permanent innovation, chronic instability. 
 Opportunists are those who confront a flow of ever-interchangeable possibilities, making 
 themselves available to the greater number of these, yielding to the nearest one, and then 
 quickly swerving from one to another (Virno 2004 p.86) 
I adopt Virno's insights in my discussion of project-making, because, as with other labour 
arrangements characteristic of post-Fordism, project-makers are required to chase and utilise 
opportunities. If one is without any stable employment, just as 'independent' curators or artists are, 
his/her survival depends on a skilful exploitation of opportunities - for employment, making projects, 
etc. In this sense, contemporary opportunism is another consequence of personal 'independency' 
and autonomy.  My awareness of this pressure results from the direct experience of freelancing. 
When one lacks professional stability, s/he is coerced into chasing opportunities, as the lack of 
opportunities defaults to lack of income. In such circumstances, a rejected application might entail a 
direct threat to one's own prospects of survival, a failure resurfacing all too often in the lives of 
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freelancers. Due to this tacit awareness of the risks inherent in project-making, I am reluctant to 
moralistically condemn opportunism.  
 On the contrary, I adopt a practice-driven approach to opportunism, which analyses the 
inclination to adopt opportunistic strategies as correlated with the anxiety and fear accompanying 
contemporary modes of production. As another scholar of post-Fordism Massimo de Carolis 
suggests, contemporary opportunism could be compared with the attitude of a mouse, as the 
behaviour of an opportunist is similar to that of an 'animal's blind ability to take advantage of every 
opportunity for salvation' (De Carolis 1996 p.41). According to De Carolis 'the dominant sentiment 
(...) of opportunism is none other than fear, the anxiety of an animal in flight' (De Carolis 1996 p.41, 
italics by author). In the general context of post-Fordism, this anxiety is prompted by the flexibility of 
the labour market which jeopardises the chances of survival of the individual, which jeopardises the 
chances of survival of the individual. . Throughout the thesis, I trace how such anxiety unfolds in the 
specific conditions of project-making, identifying such factors as the fear of precarity (Section 2.3 
Precarity) and of exclusion (Section 4.3 Exclusion) as structural incentives to endorse opportunism. 
 Taking into consideration the basic dependency of practitioners on the utilisation of 
opportunities, I partially agree with Gielen's observation that in the contemporary art network 
'cynicism and opportunism have become necessary modes of operation'  (Gielen 2009 p.36)13. As 
Gielen follows with his analysis, he portrays the contemporary curator as an 'optimistic joy rider', 
who: 
 (...) enjoys the pleasures afforded by today's widespread neoliberal market economy, and 
 seizes every opportunity to tell a critical, engaged or unique story. In other words, such a 
 curator is always a big opportunist (Gielen 2009 pp.36–37) 
Even though Gielen rhetorically recognises that opportunism should be understood 'in a neutral 
sense of the ability to grab opportunities' (Gielen 2009 p.38) and that contemporary curating 
includes 'balancing exercises' between opportunism and ethical concerns (Gielen 2009 p.37), he 
doesn't draw consequences from Virno's insights into the ambivalence of post-Fordism. He also 
seems not to be aware of the practicalities dictated by the necessity to survive in artistic networks 
such as described. Many cultural producers partaking in projects like F/SUW, the KNOT or Critical 
Practice manifest a critical stance towards neoliberalism, while being determined to at least partially 
conform to its pressures. Adopting a practice-based methodology made me more sensitive to both 
the agency of cultural producers and the constraints in which they have to operate. This practical 
                                                          
13 Gielen develops this argument about the prevailing cynisism and opportunism of the art networks in several 
of his studies and essays(Gielen 2009; Gielen and Bruyne 2009; Gielen 2010; Gielen 2013a; Gielen 2013b). 
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approach enables me to appropriately map a field of both pragmatic and ethical choices facing 
contemporary project-makers. In contrast, for a sociologist such as Gielen, cynicism and opportunism 
seem to be structurally inevitable outcomes of post-Fordism. Furthermore, Gielen claims that 
project-related opportunism by default links with other vices of neoliberalism, such as widespread 
egoism, lack of social solidarity, crumbling ethical norms, instrumental rationality (Gielen 2013a 
pp.33–51). In contrast to Gielen, I acknowledge after Virno that post-Fordism, because of its 
fundamental ambivalence, can prompt politically progressive practices and not only cynical 
opportunism. The programme of radical opportunism refers to Virno's insights into the 'neutral core' 
of post-Fordism. He states: 
 (...) it is necessary to rise up from these "bad sentiments" (i.e. opportunism and cynicism, my 
 addition) to the neutral core, namely to the fundamental mode of being, which, in principle, 
 could give rise even to developments very different from those prevailing today. What is 
 difficult to understand is that the antidote, so to speak, can be tracked down only in what for 
 the moment appears to be poison (Virno 2004 p.84)  
Virno emphasises that 'we can hypothesize that every conflict or protest [in post-Fordism - my 
addition] will take root in the (...) "neutral core" which, for the moment, manifests itself in these 
rather repugnant forms [i.e. of opportunism and cynicism - my addition]' (Virno 2004 p.88). When 
Virno discusses the 'neutral core', he speaks of forms of social practice prompted by post-Fordist 
modes of production. He means that social mobility, disruption of norms, intellectualisation of 
labour, and enhancements in social communication can prompt new forms of either capitalistic 
exploitation or social emancipation. When these conditions are articulated in accord with capitalism, 
post-Fordism brings on 'bad sentiments' of opportunism, cynicism, fear and anxiety. When utilised by 
progressive social formations, the same conditions of production facilitate modes of collective 
autonomy, direct democracy and self-governance, which unfold beyond the confines of capitalistic 
enterprises, institutions of state or the traditional public sphere.  Although I do not fully agree with 
Virno's visions for social emancipation under post-Fordism, I adopt his concepts about the 
fundamental ambivalence of post-Fordism and the 'neutral core' of contemporary modes of being in 
order to discuss radical opportunism as a politicised response to the neoliberal articulations of 
project-making. 
 
Section 1.2 Radical opportunism 
 
 I establish the term 'radical opportunism' as an 'ideal type' in order to help to explain the 
nature of politicised responses to the structural pressures of 'independent' curating. The term 
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deliberately incorporates an internal contradiction between an implicit conformity of opportunism 
and the criticality of radicalism in order to facilitate my argument concerning two oppositional 
stances on contemporary forms of project-making. On the one hand, I dissent from the widespread 
forms of cynical opportunism, and propose practices that challenge rather than conform to the 
structural pressures of project-making. On the other, speaking from the position of an 'independent' 
curator, I disagree with such sociologists as Gielen, who present cynicism and opportunism as 
inevitable outcomes of project-related modes of production. By proposing the term 'radical 
opportunism' I contend that it is possible to utilise opportunities in a radicalised manner, even 
though such a stance is constituted on an internal tension between political motivations and the 
individual dependence on the flow of opportunities.  
 Radical opportunism is inherently anti-cynical, because for radical opportunists the 
recognition of systemic problems motivates a politicised dissent with those identified pressures, even 
if such resistance might hamper individual chances of securing opportunities (and thus for individual 
survival). Such a radicalised stance contrasts with the one adopted by depoliticised opportunists, 
who consider projects as sites for self-affirmation and as occasions to secure individual gain.  In fact, 
all the projects mentioned here are not immune to tendencies towards privatisation. For example, in 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw or in Critical Practice, tension is generated between the need to 
collectivise efforts and the tendency to personalise gains. When we organise various projects of 
F/SUW, we frequently dispute the division of labour and distribution of resources among 
participating individuals. We need to deal with those participants in our projects, who tend to be 
involved less than others in the collective effort, while claiming a disproportionate share of 
resources. The same problems resurface in many other projects, as some people seem to participate 
in collective projects for individual gain, while others adopt a more pro-social attitude. In order to 
analyse this distinction, I refer to Virno's concept of cynicism. Cynics, according to Virno: 
 From the outset (...) renounce any search for an inter-subjective foundation for their praxis, 
 as well as any claim to a standard of judgement which shares the nature of a moral 
 evaluation. The fall of the principle of equivalency (...) can be seen in the behavior of the 
 cynic, in the impatient abandonment of the appeal for equality. Cynics reach the point where 
 they entrust their self-affirmation precisely to the multiplication (and fluidification) of 
 hierarchies and inequalities which the unexpected centrality of production knowledge seems 
 to entail (Virno 2004 p.86, italics by author) 
A cynic, according to Virno, experiences rules as social conventions, which has several implications as 
to how a cynic approaches 'social games':  
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 one is no longer immersed in a predefined "game, " participating therein with true allegiance. 
 Instead, one catches a glimpse of oneself in individual "games" which are destitute of all 
 seriousness and obviousness, having become nothing more than a place for immediate self-
 affirmation (Virno 2004 p.87) 
As the ideology of individual interest is deeply embedded in the neoliberal hegemony, the activities 
of the cynical opportunist affirm and reproduce this form of social order.  Radical opportunism is 
anti-cynical, because it defies the primacy of individual interest by trying to realise in practice 
'appeals for equality', takes into account the interdependency of the individuals and collectives 
involved, and aims to act for the common rather than individual benefit (as discussed in Section 4.2). 
In this sense, radical opportunism is not driven by cost-benefit calculations, but rather by political 
beliefs and ethical values. For example, Free/Slow University of Warsaw does not chase 
opportunities for opportunities' sake. We frequently decide not to participate in a particular grant 
competition if it does not suit our objectives or contrasts with our values. Also, despite the internal 
and continuous pressure towards privatisation, as a collective we try to distribute resources equally, 
and to establish mutually beneficial and respectful partnerships with other groups and collectives. 
 Similar to all project-makers, a radical opportunist is dependent on the skilful utilisation of 
opportunities. The necessity to find opportunities and execute projects informs the underlying 
pragmatism of radical opportunism. Every project submitted here is a result of pragmatic 
consideration. Whether it is a conference organised by F/SUW, a mobile art project like the KNOT, or 
an event such as Parade, all of them were organised as publically funded projects. In order to realise 
them, teams of curators and artists decided to actively pursue opportunities and manage these 
undertakings by utilising project-related apparatuses. As a curator of these undertakings, I contend 
that the advantages of organising them as projects outweigh potential compromises inherent to 
project-making.  In this practice-based thesis, I argue for challenging the structural pressures of 
project-making through practical engagement and tactical utilisation of the apparatuses remaining at 
our disposal. In this sense, a radical opportunist is radically pragmatic, in a similar way to how 
Stephen Wright describes the radical pragmatism of the political category of 'usership': 
 Users take on those instances of power closest to them. And in addition to this proximity, or 
 because of it, they do not envisage that the solution to their problem could lie in any sort of 
 future to which the present might or ought to be subordinated (very different in this respect 
 to any revolutionary horizon). They have neither the time to be revolutionary – because 
 things have to change – nor the patience to be reformists, because things have to stop. Such 
 is the radical pragmatism of usership (Wright 2013 p.27, italics by author) 
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I write here from a different perspective than Wright, who emphasises the political potential of use, 
while I discuss ways of radicalising curatorial production and project-making. However, I align radical 
opportunism with Wright's understanding of radical pragmatism, because radical opportunism, 
similar to usership, is neither reformist nor revolutionary, but rather adopts a hands-on approach to 
the problems identified and confronts them in practice. A radical opportunist, dependent on the flow 
of opportunities, responds to the structural pressures manifested in the curatorial process here and 
now. Because of the immediacy of the threats to which a radical opportunist responds, s/he does not 
rely on strategic plans for social reforms or revolutionary undertakings. On the other hand, radical 
opportunism does not exclude the possibility of political engagement, it simply emphasises practical 
engagement with the processes criticised. 
 In the case of Free/Slow University of Warsaw, a radical opportunist considers opportunities 
not as sites of cynical self-affirmation, but as chances to instigate more politically progressive forms 
of project-making (i.e. more equal, based on solidarity, instigating forms of collective autonomy and 
working for a common benefit). On this point, I differ from Gielen, as for him project-related modes 
of production inevitably result in widespread cynicism and opportunism. That leads Gielen to link the 
general critique of neoliberalism with the denunciation of post-Fordism (Gielen 2010; Gielen 2013a; 
Gielen 2013c).  Gielen's critique of the networked modes of production in contemporary art is 
underpinned by his idealisation of the institutions characteristic of past forms of the autonomous 
field of art, as he romanticises studio-based artistic production14, traditional museums15 or hierarchic 
educational models16.  Arguing from such position, he concurs that in order to combat cynicism and 
individualistic opportunism, it is necessary to abolish project-related modes of production (including 
various project-supported forms of horizontal self-organisation). In other words, he dismisses as 
impossible critical articulation of the project-related modes of production. In contrast, I argue that it 
is practically viable to instigate politicised models of project-making in order to support forms of 
collective autonomy and 'independency' in the expanded field of art.  
                                                          
14 About artistic studio Gielen says: 'in the flat world, this space of digging dip, of reflexivity and 'slowness' or 
verticality, but also of isolation and dealing with materiality, is predictably exchanged for an immaterial 
discourse that is all about mobility, and the institution dissolves in a network structure' (Gielen 2013c p.20). 
15 For Gielen 'The classic (,,,) museums provided depth by presenting history, offered a stepladder by way of an 
exemplary canon and provided "grandeur" to anyone exhibitng there, and even to those wondering around 
them' (Gielen 2013c p.17). 
16 Because it was able to 'erect a relatively objectificable hierarchy of values' and maintained 'yardsticks to 
measure creativity', presented 'learning as climbing' by conserving the 'relation between master and pupil' 
(Gielen 2013c pp.16–17). 
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 Additionally, I disagree with Gielen's notion of structural determinacy, as he does not 
recognise the agency of project-makers to resist structurally imposed forms of power (in this case – 
the structural pressures of project-making). I understand such resistance after Foucault, who 
proposes that 'where is power, there is resistance, and yet, or rather consequently, this resistance is 
never in a position of exteriority in relation to power' (Foucault 1990 p.95).  Following this line of 
reflection, I contend that project-makers resist structural pressures, while being implicated in the 
apparatus as practitioners.  
 
Radical opportunism, authorial technique, non-dialectical resistance and exodus 
 
 Radical opportunism critically engages the apparatus, while acknowledging its fundamental 
ambivalences and complexities, both referring to and differing from Benjamin's notion of authorial 
technique. On the one hand, radical forms of opportunism, similarly to authorial technique, address 
the apparatus and not the 'tendency' of disseminated contents. On the other, authorial technique 
assumes that the apparatus can be recuperated by the revolutionary forces (of the proletariat), 
which are able to dialectically retrieve the apparatus from the bourgeoisie and bring it to the next, 
historical stage.  In contrast, as already indicated above, radical opportunism is neither revolutionary 
nor reformist, but rather radically pragmatic. In this sense, radical pragmatism does not rely on the 
historical dialectic, so fundamental for Benjamin's argument. Radical opportunism, contrary to the 
notion of authorial technique, is contingent and situated in the given circumstances, rather than 
universalised and mediated by political movements. Consequently, my argument emphasises 
politicised responses to the apparatus over its revolutionary supersession.  
 My approach is similar to what Gerald Raunig names as non-dialectical resistance. Raunig 
establishes his notion in order to dispute what he understands as the two poles of the institutional 
critique17. His aim is to denote a 'non-dialectical way out of purely negating and affirming the 
institution' (Raunig 2009b p.174). Emphasising the partial and punctuated character of dissent, 
Raunig refers to Foucault's understanding of critique. According to Foucault, a critique does not ask 
'how not to be governed at all,' but rather poses the question: 
                                                          
17 Raunig discusses with such representatives of institutional critique, as Andrea Fraser, who in Raunig's 
opinion, invokes the image of inescapable confinement inside artistic institutions (Fraser 2006). On the other 
hand, Raunig enters into polemics with intellectuals such as Isabelle Graw, who proposes recursion towards 
individual artistic practice as the sanctuary against the systemic pressures of late capitalism (Graw 2006). 
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  how not be governed like that, by that, in the name of those principles, with such and such 
 an objective in mind and by means of such procedures, not like that, not for that, not by 
 them (Foucault 1997 p.28)  
Raunig utilises the formula of 'not being governed like that' to avoid a polarisation between a 
romantic phantasm of the 'absolute outside' of power relations and complicity with the current 
systemic arrangements (Raunig 2009b pp.173–174). Similar to non-dialectical resistance, radical 
opportunism neither affirms nor negates the apparatus, critically engaging the particular 
'procedures', 'objectives' and 'means' of the  apparatus. On the other hand, radical opportunism 
differs from non-dialectical resistance in its practical insistence on engagement with the processes 
criticised. 
 Raunig, while formulating the details of his programme, invokes such concepts as 'fleeing 
while searching for the weapon' (Raunig and Ray 2009b p.XVII), which presents withdrawal as a 
productive act of constituting alternatives. On this point Raunig follows Virno, for whom the 
progressive activation of the 'neutral core' of contemporary 'modes of being' should lead to what he 
calls defection or exodus, defining these terms in the context of progressive political movements 
from the 1960s and 1970s (Virno 1996 p.32). Virno gives the example of defection and exodus in the 
context of workers who in order to escape from poor labour conditions moved away from industrial 
centres and became farmers, thus changing the situation in the labour market to the advantage of 
the labour class. The manner of such an exit is not escapism, as exodus has indirect political 
consequences and is pro-active (exodus is a movement to some other place in order to settle there). 
On the other hand, exodus is a different kind of politics from that of trade unionism or political 
parties, as it withdraws from the system criticised instead of engaging with it. For Virno such exodus 
is: 
 the polar opposite of the desperate cry "there is nothing to lose but one's own chains:" on 
 the contrary, exit hinges on a latent kind of wealth, on an exuberance of possibilities (...) 
 Defection allows for a dramatic, autonomous, and affirmative expression of this surplus; and 
 in this way it impedes the "transfer" of this surplus into the power of state administration, 
 impedes its configuration as productive resource of the capitalistic enterprise (Virno 2004 
 p.70) 
For both Virno and for Raunig, exodus leads to a productive realisation of a social surplus, 
constituting alternatives while avoiding recuperation by the hostile forces of the state or the 
capitalistic economy. As the concept of exodus implies withdrawal (even if presumably productive), 
radical opportunism prioritises engagement over exit, while acknowledging the complexities and 
contingencies of such a position.   The decision to engage rather than withdraw is informed by the 
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specific traits of project-making. Even though both Virno and Raunig refer in their theories to social 
and economic conditions of post-Fordism, it seems that the notion of exodus or withdrawal does not 
fully account for the complexities of this mode of production. Post-Fordism constituted itself on the 
historical cooptation of the forms of defection from factories and work regimes characteristic of 
Fordism. It would be very hard to define what defecting from a network entails as, per definition, the 
network does not have any boundaries and is characterised by constant expansion. If exodus is 
understood as an attempt to leave existing networks, it might lead to self-exclusion. As in the context 
of contemporary networks exclusion correlates with injustice, radical opportunism tries to challenge 
its mechanisms by instigating critical forms of project-making rather than speculating possible forms 
of exit (as analysed in Section 4.3 Exclusion). If, on the other hand, exodus is defined as an attempt to 
prompt autonomous clusters in the existing networks, it by default needs to engage with, rather than 
defect from, the 'organisational grammar' of project-making. In this case, exodus becomes a form of 
critical engagement comparable with the programme of radical opportunism18.  
 
Radical opportunism as a politicised practice 
 
 The thesis focuses on the politicised responses to the 'organisational grammar' of the 
apparatus, rather than the curators' engagement in 'regular' politics (such as protest movements, 
political parties, grassroots coalitions, etc.).  When I describe radical opportunism as a form of 
politicised rather than political practice, I use the term 'politicised' in a manner similar to Politicised 
Practice Research Group from Loughborough University, which states:  
  A politicized practice should not be confused with a political practice. It is not a practice that 
 is articulated as political because it includes ‘politics’ as the content or subject of the work 
 but a practice that acts on and intervenes into the conditions of its discipline (Politicized 
 Practice Research Group n.d.) 
The turn from 'political' to 'politicised' is determined by two main factors. In the first instance, this 
shift results from abandoning the framework of revolutionary politics, and focusing on the tangible 
responses to the structural pressures of the apparatus. Radical opportunism is examined in the 
micro-scale of curatorial projects, collectives, local networks, personal relationships rather than on a 
grand scale of historical dialectics. Radical opportunism is a tactic rather than a strategy, the 
difference between which is defined here after Michel de Certeau. According to de Certeau, tactics 
                                                          
18 I will discuss practical implications of the difference between exodus and radical opportunism in Section 3.2 
Neither a project nor an institution. 
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differ from strategies to the extent that 'strategies are able to produce, tabulate, and impose (...) 
whereas tactics can only use, manipulate, and divert' (Certeau 1984 p.30). Strategies set a stage of 
action, while tactics react to given circumstances. Correspondingly, I assume that the apparatus is 
strategic (as it codifies patterns of relations), while radical opportunism is tactical (as it responds to 
the particular codifications). Even though the thesis focuses on the tactical horizon of a particular, 
curatorial project, it acknowledges that acting in such confines 'independent' curators are not able to 
supersede the structural causes of the pressures, to which they respond. The difference between 
tactical and strategic is well illustrated by the example of Critical Economic Practice (Berlin 2011 - 
2012) - Marsha Bradfield's and Kuba Szreder's failed proposition to modify micro-economic 
mechanisms of the 7th edition of Berlin Biennale (Bradfield and Szreder 2013)19. Our expressed 
intent to change the structural arrangements of the Biennale quickly triggered what we identified as 
an 'institutional immunology', i.e. the institutionalised mechanisms of defending the status quo. The 
causes of the problems identified did not reside in the internal structures of the Biennale, but were 
embedded in the various constituencies and social apparatuses, on which the Biennale depends, 
such as local and national government, the funding agencies, the administrative structures of the 
organiser, the art market, etc. Eventually, we had to acknowledge that even the small-scale 
modification of the Biennale's apparatus could only be effected as a result of concentrated and 
prolonged political action, and not by tactical intervention. This 'failure' has informed my reflective 
research process, as a result of which the programme of radical opportunism abandoned claims for 
the progressive transformation of the apparatus, which still characterised Critical Economic Practice. I 
have reflectively acknowledged the limits of politicised curating, its lack of capacity to reconfigure 
the general relations of production.  
 The second reason for turning from a 'political' to 'politicised' approach stems from the 
methodological focus on the 'organisational grammar' of project-making. As the method does not 
focus on the contents of curatorial projects, it respectively does not examine the processes of their 
public reception (as indicated in Section 0.3 The role of practice). As a result, I deliberately avoid the 
questions related to the impact of curatorial projects on the public sphere. Instead of discussing how 
curatorial projects might or might not influence the public discourse, I highlight those patterns of 
project-making, which hinder the emergence of critical politics (by, for example, eradicating 
collective solidarity and turning project-makers into competitive opportunists, as described in Section 
                                                          
19 The evidence of practice attached in Appendix 2 Critical Practice, evidence piece number two, file 
2_CP_02_Berlin_Wire_Case _Study 
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4.1 Competition). My 'productivist' stance in the debate with proponents of 'catalogue activism' 
should not be misinterpreted as a negation of the role of public communication in forming 
progressive political movements and counter-hegemonic discourses. For example, Free/Slow 
University of Warsaw challenges the systemic pressures of project-making while supporting the 
collective struggles for progressive political change. We actively work with the artistic trade unions in 
Poland. We consider our recent report Art Factory (Kozlowski, Sowa and Szreder, 2014), in which we 
analyse the conditions of labour in the field of the visual arts in Poland, as a discursive prop for the 
mobilisation of Polish cultural producers and an argument in the negotiations with state officials or 
art institutions. We personally do not partake in these negotiations, but we  ensure that the report is 
accessible to the people who do by organising joined seminars and discussing with them the 
outcomes of our research. In this sense, a radical opportunist can both disseminate politically 
progressive content while revamping the 'organisational grammar' of project-making in a politicised 
manner. The thesis, therefore, focuses on the second and not the first aspect of this process.  
 
Section 1.3 Neoliberalism 
 
 I consider neoliberalism to be the structural, ideological context of project-making to which a 
politicised curator responds. I adopt the term 'neoliberalism' as an 'ideal type' in order to signify the 
hegemonic convergence of forces that aim at the anti-egalitarian and politically conservative 
resolution of the core ambivalence of post-Fordism. Even though neoliberalism plays a central role in 
structuring the argument, I will not devote attention to the more general analysis of this formation. 
The brief overview of neoliberalism and its impact on the contemporary art world, introduced below, 
constitutes a basis for more specific, practical examination of the particular aspects of neoliberalism 
and their mediation of the pressures of project-making, featured in further Chapters.  
 In this context, I understand neoliberalism after Jeremy Gilbert as both an aggregate of ideas 
and an existing socio-economic programme (Gilbert 2013). Gilbert suggests that neoliberalism 
encompasses several heterogeneous yet interconnected policies. After David Harvey, I assume that 
neoliberal systems reinstate the class dominance of the capitalist class at the expense of other 
sectors of society (Harvey 2005)20. Neoliberal policies achieve this goal by privatising public services, 
                                                          
20 Harvey describes how neoliberalism managed to change the direction of resource distribution from the lower 
strata of societies to the upper echelons occupied by the owners of capital. As a result, neoliberalism reduces 
living standards for the majority of populations, while amassing wealth on the top tiers of the social ladder, 
raising economic inequality to levels unseen since The Second World War. 
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cutting social welfare, weakening trade unions and other forms of collective organisation, lowering 
work and environmental standards. 
 Similar to Gilbert, this thesis assumes that the hegemonic project of neoliberalism 
encompasses several intersected notions of value, concepts of human nature and visions of society. 
In this respect, I follow the analysis of Foucault who, by the late 1970s, had already identified 
neoliberalism as a governmental ideology that expands the rules of economic rationality to other, 
previously not-economised,  social fields (Foucault 2010 pp.218–219). I understand neoliberal 
hegemony as an ideology which promotes the values of social Darwinism, founded on the notion of 
entrepreneurial and competitive individuals, whose actions are driven by self-interest and narrow, 
instrumental utilitarianism. 
 This thesis argues that the impact of neoliberalism on 'independent' curators is twofold. 
Neoliberalism configures the socio-economic environment in which 'independent' curators function 
and exist. More specifically, neoliberalism prompts the emergence of specific policies, socio-
economic regimes and ideologies, which directly and indirectly influence the art world and the 
apparatus of project-making. However, neoliberal influence on the art world cannot be understood 
as a form of direct control, but rather as a 'totalizing' tendency within social systems, to refer to Gene 
Ray’s observations (Ray 2011 p.172)21. After Ray, I assume that the influence of different forms of 
capitalism (incl. neoliberalism) on the art world should not be analysed in terms of structural 
determinacy. Instead, capitalism constitutes both objective socio-economic conditions and 
ideological settings, to which all practitioners, willingly or not, have to respond. In this sense, 
neoliberalism as a totalising social system is considered here from the point of view of a practitioner, 
who acknowledges the limitations, in which s/he acts, and identifies the challenges, to which s/he 
has to respond.  
 Even though neoliberalism determines the strategic function of the apparatus, the apparatus 
is not reducible to the effects of neoliberal policies in the field of art. The impact of neoliberalism is 
contested on many levels, of institutions, practices, policies, discourse. In this sense, the apparatus is 
a field of struggle between the totalising tendencies of neoliberalism and other factors.  My thesis 
provides evidence of the specific effects of these contesting forces on the practices of 'independent' 
                                                          
21 As Ray writes: '(...) critical and autonomous subjects who do emerge are increasingly blocked from any 
practice that could change the dominant trend or aim radically beyond it. In this sense, the system is 
‘totalizing’. But totalizing does not and cannot mean totalized, as in actualized with an exhaustive 
completeness that would, once and for all, eliminate every gap and permanently block critical subjects from 
ever emerging again.' (Ray 2011 p.172, italics by author) 
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curators, who are considered as acting, reflective and responsive subjects and not only passive 
victims of structural determinants.  
 This thesis focuses on how neoliberalism, as a discursive foundation and a socio-economic 
programme, has directly and indirectly influenced the field of contemporary art. In general terms, 
this research assumes that the emergence of neoliberalism has 'saturated culture with a 
market-oriented mentality that closed out alternative ways of thinking and imagining' (McGuigan 
2005 p.229). The dominance of neoliberalism in the field of contemporary art could be analysed as 
various intersected processes, such as:  
1. the hegemony of the art market, related to the influence of affluent collectors, dealers, art 
fairs and art auctions on contemporary artistic production and circulation (Compare: Lind 
and Velthuis 2012; Boltanski 2011a; Velthuis 2007; Graw 2010)   
2. the structural dependency of the dominant sectors of contemporary art on the tiny elite of 
global plutocrats, erasing the critical potential and autonomy of art and artists (Compare: 
Fraser 2011; Sholette 2011) 
3. the ideological dominance of the market-related forms of patronage, reinforcing  the 
neoliberal notions of civic virtue (Compare: Malik 2013)  
4. the incorporation of the art world in the economic circuits of cultural industries  (Compare: 
Wuggenig et al. 2011; Stallabrass 2004; Gielen 2013a; Raunig 2013a)22 
5. the impoverishment and corporatisation of public art institutions  (Compare: Wu 2003; Wu 
1998; Steyerl 2009) 
6. the introduction of the managerial systems and audit mechanisms in public cultural policies 
(Compare: Belfiore 2004; Power 1997; Gordon Nesbitt 2008)  
7. the weakening of 'cultural democracy' (Jacquemin 2005 p.52) as a result of the 
implementation of competitive forms of public distribution (such as grant systems) 
(Compare: Lind and Minichbauer 2005) 
8. the attempts to utilise artistic creativity as an engine of economic growth, based on the 
ideology of creative class (Compare: Gordon Nesbitt 2005; Gordon Nesbitt 2008; Harvey 
2006; Menger 1999; Lazzarato 2011; Rosler 2010; Rosler 2011a) 
9. the institutionalisation of formerly independent and autonomous artist-run spaces resulting 
in their administrative control (Compare: INCITE! Women of Color Against Violence 2009; 
Wallis 2002; Vesić and Grlja 2007)   
                                                          
22 This process is extensively analysed in the case study of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw's programme of 
politicised research, attached in Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number one, 
file 1_FSUW_02_Art_Workers_Case_Study. 
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10. the precarisation and worsening of the conditions of labour in cultural sectors (Compare: 
Lorey 2006; Ross 2009; McRobbie 2011; Precarious Workers Brigade 2011b; Abbing 2002) 
This short list does not exhaust the problematic. My intention here has been to provide a very 
general overview of the field, in which the pressures of the apparatus and curatorial tactics, disputed 
in the following Chapters, unfold. Some of the problems related to cultural policies, grant systems, or 
the industrialisation of creativity, are directly related to the problems of curating in an expanded field 
and will be discussed more extensively. Some others, concerned with public institutions or the art 
market, only indirectly influence 'independent' curatorial practice by shaping the art world, in which 
curators partake.   
 
Conclusion of Chapter 1 
 
 The Chapter clarifies two fundamental terms of this thesis, the apparatus of project-making 
and radical opportunism, by adjusting the basic concepts of Benjamin to the specific context of 
project-making and referring to the theories of Boltanski and Chiapello, de Certeau, Foucalt, Gielen, 
Raunig, Virno.  
 I argue that radical opportunism is a form of politicised, curatorial practice that responds to 
the fundamental ambivalences of the apparatus of project-making (and more generally - of post-
Fordism). On the one hand, the apparatus of project-making facilitates personal autonomy and 
'independence' of practitioners. On the other, the apparatus has a strategic function, currently 
formatted in accordance with the structural pressures of neoliberalism, prompting widespread 
opportunism and cynicism. This ambivalence is codified by the apparatus, which assembles 
heterogeneous elements, such as subjects, practices, institutions and discourses, producing and 
reproducing social relations.  
 Radicalisation of opportunism implies a double movement of both recognising and 
challenging the structural pressures that mediate the neoliberal articulations of project-making. In 
contrast to Gielen, I contend that due to the fundamental ambivalence of the apparatus, it is possible 
to challenge the structural pressures of neoliberalism and instigate politically progressive forms of 
project-making. Radical opportunism is neither merely opportunistic nor entirely radical, as its radical 
inclinations are matched with the practical concerns of a project-maker whose survival depends on a 
skilful utilisation of opportunities. Radical opportunism is intrinsically anti-cynical, as it approaches 
curatorial projects not as sites of egoistic self-affirmation, but as opportunities for iterating 
politicised modes of 'independent' curating. Radical opportunism is neither revolutionary nor 
reformist, as it approaches opportunities with a radically pragmatic attitude, which tries to resolve 
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identified problems in curatorial practice. The programme of radical opportunism abandons the 
framework of revolutionary dialectics, as contrary to Benjamin, I assume that neither an individual 
nor a collective is able to control or manipulate the apparatus. I acknowledge that a radical 
opportunist is not able to overcome the structural causes of the pressures, to which s/he responds. 
Similar to various forms of non-dialectical resistance, radical opportunism neither affirms nor negates 
the apparatus. Instead, a radical opportunist critically engages with the processes criticised, differing 
from the strategies of exodus, which emphasise the act of withdrawal over practices of engagement. 
 Consequently, my conceptual focus resides in tracing the tactical responses to the structural 
pressures of the apparatus, codified in its current state by the hegemonic programme of 
neoliberalism. In the following Chapters, I will apply this conceptual framework to analyse the 
curatorial projects submitted and clarify the tacit knowledge of an 'independent' curatorial practice. I 
will discuss how neoliberalism, mediated by the apparatus of project-making, impacts on specific 
features of 'independent' curatorial practice, and will analyse the practical consequences of cynical 
opportunism. Accordingly, I will assess the potentials and limitations of politicised responses to the 
particular pressures of the apparatus, and will discuss how 'independent' curators negotiate between 
the need to utilise opportunities and the intention to politicise curatorial processes. 
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Chapter 2 
Free/slowness as a protest against short-termism 
 
 The purpose of this Chapter is to identify short-termism as a specific form of temporality 
imposed by the apparatus of project-making, and to discuss free/slowness as a politicised response 
to this structural pressure. In order to clarify the tacit knowledge generated through practical 
encounters with project-related temporality I apply the theoretical framework established in Chapter 
1 to the case study of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw, in the context of which the concept of 
free/slowness originated. I refer to the projects submitted and my personal trajectory as evidence of 
both the practical consequences of short-termism and the politicised responses to the temporariness 
of project-making.   
 Firstly, I will analyse the impact of short-termism on curatorial activities, dissecting the 
relationship between the temporariness of project-making, the fundamental ambivalences of post-
Fordism and cynical forms of opportunism.  I will argue that even though short-termism facilitates 
freedom of a kind, the apparatus eventually disenfranchises project-makers by imposing on them 
structural pressure to constantly organise projects.  
 In Section 2.2 Free/slowness, I will discuss free/slowness as a temporal iteration of radical 
opportunism that attempts to regain partial control over the cycles of curatorial production. I will 
contend that in order to do so, a free/slow practitioner needs to critically engage with the 
interrupted temporality of project-making. 
 In the third Section, I will unpack precarity as a neoliberal articulation of the fundamental 
ambivalence of short-termism and an ultimate limit of free/slowness. I will argue that precarity 
connects with individualistic and cynical forms of opportunism, necessitating formulation of 
collective responses to the risks of project-making.  
 
Section 2.1 Short-termism 
 
 My specific interest in the temporality of project-making is motivated by its practical impact 
on the professional practice and personal existence of ‘independent’ curators. As the apparatus 
facilitates singular projects rather than their succession, the need to constantly look for opportunities 
and resources results in the peculiar state of permanent temporariness, identified here as short-
termism. The impact of short-termism is so significant that it constituted one of the main causes for 
the emergence of Free/Slow University of Warsaw. Back in 2009, when F/SUW was originated, my 
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colleagues and I felt overwhelmed by the succession of unrelated projects, while experiencing a 
deficit of time to reflect upon the conditions of our own labour, especially project-related precarity 
and lack of stability.  
 This temporal regime is specific not only to the apparatus of project-making, but also more 
generally to the flexible labour conditions characteristic of post-Fordism (see Section 1.1 The 
apparatus of project-making). Similar to other forms of post-Fordism, short-termism is also 
characterised by a fundamental ambivalence in the system, as the temporal interruptions both 
facilitate project-related freedom and impose alienating rhythms of production, the dynamics of 
which are discussed in the following paragraphs.  
 Short-termism supports a specific kind of project-related freedom, as the continuous 
transition from one project to the next facilitates the ability to make personal choices about one's 
involvement in consecutive projects.  A curator is 'independent', because s/he is 'free' to choose 
between different projects, while not being bound to any particular institution or workplace.  As an 
'independent' curator, in contrast to my institutionally affiliated colleagues, I have a larger degree of 
freedom to decide in which projects I want to engage. At least in theory, I have a choice whether to 
work on a public art project like the KNOT, apply for a research project of Free/Slow University of 
Warsaw, or focus on something entirely different. Furthermore, the professional routines of 
freelancers are not regulated by contractual obligations, and are not subjected to the managerial 
discipline. While operating in the project's general timeframe and deadlines, freelancers are able to 
regulate their own schedules according to personal preferences. 
 These are some of the attractions of project-making, embedded in the flexible modes of 
production characteristic of post-Fordism. The emergence of flexible and project-based forms of 
production was prompted by the collective critique of the regulated work regimes, characteristic of 
institutions, bureaucracies or factories. The historical cooptation of these demands has resulted in a 
specific form of project-related autonomy, which defines freedom as an ability to make individual 
choices about one's involvement in particular projects. As Boltanski and Chiapello write, the 
projective city grants to people 'the option not to engage in a given project, and hence choice over 
one's projects' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.111).  
 When they engage in a project, everyone concerned knows that the undertaking to which 
 they are about to contribute is destined to last for a limited period of time - that it not only 
 can, but must, come to an end. The prospect of an inevitable, desirable endpoint thus 
 accompanies engagement without affecting enthusiasm. This is why engagement is 
 conceived as voluntary (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.110, italics by authors) 
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The engagement elicited by short-termism, according to Pascal Gielen, contributes to establishing a 
'work ethic in which work is always enjoyable - or should be, in which dynamism is boosted 
unconditionally by young talent, in which commitment outstrips money' (Gielen 2009 p.53). For 
example, the success of a project like the KNOT was heavily reliant on the engagement and 
enthusiasm of participating cultural producers. Such attitudes could not be solicited by financial 
means. On the contrary, as described in one of the case studies submitted alongside the thesis23, 
these approaches had to be encouraged by using other techniques, such as enabling involvement in 
decision making, creating a friendly atmosphere or by providing outlets for collective creativity. On 
the other hand though, these approaches to work result in the willingness of project-makers to 
remain committed despite compromised financial conditions and a structurally imposed lack of 
security (the negative consequences of which I discuss in Section 2.3).  
 The freedom to enthusiastically engage in one's projects is additionally aggregated by the 
informal character of project-making.  The apparatus disrupts the boundaries between previously 
separated areas of life and related temporalities, and nullifies the differences between time at home, 
time at the office, time of play and time of work. Every project referenced here has mixed personal 
engagement and professional obligations. Both in F/SUW, Critical Practice and the KNOT we 
organised meetings in personal places, hosted each other in our homes during research visits, 
organised dinners to discuss our projects.  For example, when F/SUW invited Jakob Jakobsen from 
Copenhagen Free University in 2009, we facilitated his workshops in our private apartment, and 
organised parties, during which time he was able to informally meet with Warsaw-based cultural 
producers. The combination of professional and personal engagement helped us to organise our 
work more efficiently and facilitated our enthusiastic engagement in the projects organised. This 
capacity of project-making to link professional and personal is analogous to other forms of 
networked society, about which Boltanski and Chiapello write: 
 In a connexionist world, the distinction between private life and professional life tends to 
diminish (...) It then becomes difficult to make a distinction between the time of private life 
and the time of professional life, between dinners with friends and business lunches, 
between affective bonds and useful relationships. (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.155)  
This condition of work enables an individual to merge formal and informal activities; facilitating 
his/her freedom to act independently of the temporal regimes characteristic of more regulated 
                                                          
23 For details take a look at the case study Division of labour in the KNOT during its Warsaw phase of realisation, 
provided in the file 3_KNOT_02_Division_Labour_Case _Study 
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working environments. In this sense, a project-maker is always at work while being always outside of 
a workplace, never only professional or entirely private.  
 Even though short-termism supports a form of individual choice, the apparatus interrupts the 
temporal cycles of project-related production by imposing a structural pressure to constantly 
organise new projects. The 'independency' of project-makers is limited by their dependency on 
securing opportunities. Thus, the fundamental ambivalence of short-termism becomes articulated in 
the terms characteristic of post-Fordist opportunists, about whom Virno writes in an already quoted 
passage: 'opportunists are those who confront a flow of ever-interchangeable possibilities, making 
themselves available to the greater number of these, yielding to the nearest one, and then quickly 
swerving from one to another' (Virno 2004 p.86). A project-maker, even if s/he is free to choose 
between one and another project, is forced to make projects all the time in order to 'confront a flow 
of ever-interchangeable possibilities', as every one of those lasts only briefly. This lack of control over 
one's own time can be illustrated by the curatorial interaction with grant systems, the basic 
unpredictability and 'chronic instability' of which accelerates the negative aspects of short-termism. 
A typical curatorial, publically funded project lasts in Poland24 usually no longer than a year, 
maximum two. Every application can be rejected, and the process of assessment is highly 
competitive. Support for each individual project cannot be prolonged, and a curator needs to apply 
for every project anew. In the final phases of a project, the fundraising activities for the next round of 
projects need to start to secure money for the coming year, and the cycle repeats itself. For example, 
in 2009, I was involved simultaneously in three different projects, financing for which expired by the 
end of the same year. By the Autumn, I had no guarantee whether four other projects, for which I 
had applied, would be successfully funded. The same pattern has repeated itself in every other year 
of my involvement as an 'independent' curator. In this way, the apparatus subsumes practitioners in 
repetitive applying-reporting cycles of a succession of deadlines.   
 Such project-related forms of grant management determine the tempo of the flow of 
projects (and opportunities), while formalising the temporal dimensions of the projects granted. In 
this respect, I partially agree with Groys, when he criticises grant bureaucracies for eradicating the 
                                                          
24 I use the example of my interactions with the Polish grant system. Other grant systems, such as European 
Union cultural funding, or other national and private schemes, might differ in detail, but the general rules of 
their operations are similar. For example the grant schemes to which the Free/Slow University of Warsaw apply 
(Municipality of Warsaw, Polish Ministry of Culture) do not differ significantly from the sources of funding 
utilised by the KNOT (European Union programme Culture 2007, German-based Hauptstad Kultufond, etc.). 
General information about the sources of funding is attached in the Appendices, in the detailed descriptions of 
every project. The detailed information about the sources of funding of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw is 
attached in Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number one, file 
1_FSUW_01_Budget_2009_2014. 
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avant-garde potential of artistic projects (already mentioned in Section 1.1, The apparatus of project-
making). Groys argues that project-related bureaucracies demand a certain degree of formalisation 
of a project before it unfolds, i.e. one needs to conceptualise a project (for example as an 
application) before s/he is able to embark on its realisation (Groys 2008 p.3). As a result of such 
formalisation, the concept of a project prescribes its development, negating the fundamental aim of 
a project to become a blueprint for any challenging development of social or aesthetical forms. 
According to Groys: 'if everyone knows from the very outset what course the project is likely to take 
and what its outcome will be, then the future will no longer come as a surprise to them. With that, 
however, the project loses its inherent purpose' (Groys 2008 p.3). I align my critique of opportunity-
driven short-termism with Groys' analysis of the intrinsic contradiction between the managerial 
temporality of project-making and the potential openness of artistic or curatorial projects. On the 
other hand, Groys seems not to account for the temporal interruptions induced by short-termism. 
Paradoxically, the apparatus might facilitate a curatorial experimentation with novel ideas and forms, 
as sometimes even grant bureaucracies provide support without demanding a prior prescription of a 
developed project. However, the apparatus only rarely supports the continuation of an experiment 
over longer periods, unless this continuity unfolds as a succession of projects. In contrast to Groys, 
my critique of short-termism focuses on the necessity to start every project-based experiment anew. 
From my curatorial experience, it is much easier to find an opportunity for organising a novel project 
than to muster resources for a continuation of activities already started. In this respect, short-
termism compromises the ability to maintain any forms of (social, conceptual, artistic) engagement 
over longer periods of time. For example, even though during the KNOT we prepared the 
infrastructure (i.e. the Mobile Unit, the web page, the team of people engaged) for organising future 
possible iterations of the project, it proved impossible to organise them. On the one hand, we 
experienced problems with securing the funding necessary to move the KNOT into other locations. 
On the other, we were unable to cope with the need for personal mobility embedded in the system. 
After the project concluded, all of us moved quickly to new assignments, and started to work on new 
projects with new teams of collaborators. We were not able to maintain connections even within the 
Temporary Curatorial Collective, with whom we worked closely during the almost 3 years of the 
project. On the other hand, many friendships established during the KNOT survived the project and 
led to new initiatives, such as a community garden established on one of the sites of the KNOT in 
Warsaw. But such developments happened in opposition to the systemic logic embedded in the 
apparatus of project-making, to which the KNOT generally succumbed, at least in this particular 
aspect. 
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 Importantly, short-termism does not need to be mediated by grant systems in order to 
impose such forms of time management. Grant systems are only one of many interfaces, which 
formalise access to opportunities. Short-termism derives from the basic relation linking a project-
maker with the flow of interchangeable opportunities, which results in the permanency of 
temporariness and the consequent drive for overproduction. Consequently, every project-maker is 
exposed to the pressures of short-termism, whether or not s/he accesses opportunities through 
grant systems, biennales, residencies, exhibitions, public commissions or festivals.  
 In this context, it is important to mention that pressures structurally similar to short-termism 
have been identified by authors such as Paul O'Neill and Claire Doherty as problems inherent in 
contemporary site-specific, public and community art (O’Neill and Doherty 2010b). However, our 
approaches differ from each other in the explanatory frameworks adopted - of duration and project-
making. This difference in conceptual accentuation prompts our research projects in alternative 
directions, both in terms of the problems posed, causes identified and propositions issued. Doherty 
and O'Neill adopt a concept of duration in order to unpack the relationships between curators, 
artists, public spaces and communities, focusing on the problems haunting artistic engagement in the 
public realm (O’Neill and Doherty 2010a p.5). Giving several examples, they discuss how multiple 
short-term durational interventions can contribute to the development of long-term civic 
commitments for artists and curators (O’Neill and Doherty 2010a p.10). Whereas, because of the 
hegemonic position of projects, I interpret the problems intrinsic to the new genre of public and 
community art as deriving from the structural pressures of project-making. As a result, my 
conceptual focus differs from the above mentioned authors. I accentuate the internal contradictions 
of project-making, explaining that project-related temporality derives from the basic dependency of 
project-makers on flow opportunities. In consequence, instead of emphasising the temporal aspects 
of practical engagement with a community, I argue for the necessity to combat structurally imposed 
opportunism (see Section 2.3.), as an intrinsic cause of potential frictions between short-term 
projects and long-term commitments.  
 In this context, it is important to underline that short-termism, which interrupts the flow of 
cultural production and ruptures the commitments of cultural producers, is a tangible expression of 
the basic tendency of the apparatus to expand.  The apparatus shares this fundamental feature with 
the general rules of the networked society. As Boltanski and Chiapello suggest, the tendency of the 
network to expand is the cause and reason for the multiplication, succession and velocity of projects:  
 the project is a transient form (...) adjusted to a network world: by multiplying  connections 
 and proliferating links, the succession of projects has the effect of extending networks. The 
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 extension of the network is life itself, whereas any halt to its extension is comparable to 
 death (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.111, italics by authors)  
This tendency of the apparatus for continuous expansion alienates project-makers through forced 
interruptions of the temporal rhythms of project-related production, thus depriving project-makers 
of the freedom to decide about the nature of their engagements or modes of commitment.   
 The alienation-through-interruption characterises not only temporal modulations of artistic 
and curatorial project-making, but also productive cycles of cultural industries25.  As Gerald Raunig 
suggests, the contemporary industries of creativity adopt project-related temporality in order to 
prompt flexible yet efficient production structures  (Raunig 2013a pp.102–103). In such production 
'time can no longer be clearly assigned according to dual parameters like work and leisure, 
production and reproduction, employment and unemployment, but is striated and smoothed beyond 
these designations' (Raunig 2013a p.102). This 'striated' and 'smooth' temporality enables new forms 
of exploitation, which expand beyond the work-place and consequently beyond working-hours, as 
the punch-clocks of creative workers 'know no on and off but only countless versions of on' (Raunig 
2013a p.142). In consequence, the engagement and enthusiasm of project-makers elicited by the 
seemingly unchained temporality become subsumed as a 'veritably endless source of new 
possibilities for commodification' (Raunig 2013a p.103).  
 
Section 2.2 Free/slowness 
 
 I discuss free/slowness as a form of radical opportunism, which critically responds to the 
basic ambivalence of short-termism. Even though a free/slow practitioner remains dependent on 
opportunities, s/he tries to adjust the rhythms of their utilisation, rather than uncritically follow the 
flow of ever-interchangeable opportunities, whenever they come and in whichever tempo they 
appear. In this sense, free/slowness tries to expand the scope of practitioners' autonomy from a 
mere ability to choose between particular projects to a freedom of making choice in accordance with 
political and ethical values. In this sense, free/slowness is value- and not opportunity-oriented, in 
which it resembles criticism of project-related forms of production as formulated by Pascal Gielen 
(see Section 1.2 Radical opportunism). Yet, in contrast to Gielen's postulates of returning to more 
stable institutional hierarchies, free/slowness unfolds in the horizontal dimension of the network as a 
practical claim for the temporal autonomy of project-makers.  
                                                          
25 The impact of the industrialisation of creativity on project-makers is analysed in the case study regarding 
F/SUW's programme of politicised research, attached in the Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece 
of evidence number two, file 1_FSUW_02_Art_Workers_Case_Study. 
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Free/slowness of Free/Slow University of Warsaw  
 
 I discuss free/slowness in the context of Free/Slow University of Warsaw and the temporal 
tactics adopted by the collective. I use the term 'free/slowness' as an 'ideal type' and an 'instrument 
of objectification' in order to clarify the tacit knowledge generated by the Free/Slow University 
throughout the five years of its existence. Respectively, the term might be potentially applied in 
other circumstances and in relation to other projects, in order to explicate and (or) compare various 
responses to the temporal pressures of the apparatus. I underline the situated and contingent 
character of generated knowledge, which originates in the specific organisational and linguistic 
context. The term emerged in 2009 among the group of people establishing the Free/Slow University 
of Warsaw (Janek Sowa, Bogna Świątkowska, Kuba Szreder). 'Free/slow' is a direct translation of a 
Polish word game, as the term 'wolny' (usually used in Polish to denote free universities) signifies in 
Polish both 'free' and 'slow'. This double meaning has been adopted as the core element of the 
curatorial concept of F/SUW, which attempted to link two contradictory stances - of slowness and 
accelerations - in its struggle for temporal autonomy. 
 The slogan of F/SUW ironically highlights the position of structural weakness, from which the 
collective operates.  As a result, F/SUW partially submits to the flow of opportunities (applications, 
deadlines, reports, etc.), the tempo of which constitutes one of the main barriers for facilitating long-
term studies, to which F/SUW aspires. In this sense, free/slowness is always only a partial response 
to the structural pressures of the apparatus, which is per definition contained. Such a mode of 
resistance alleviates the negative impact of structural pressures, only on a micro-scale, of a small 
collective of project-makers involved. This mode of practice is limited, but has tangible results, as 
F/SUW sets up an open but persistent line of research in-between projects. For example, F/SUW’s 
research strand concerning the relations of labour in the art world started in 2009 with the cycle of 
seminars Readings for Artworkers and numerous lectures on the problems of cultural production26. 
This theme was explored further during the summit Creative industries and factories of knowledge: 
analysis and resistance, organised in 2010 in order to create parallels between neoliberal 
transformation of cultural production and systems of higher education. Consequently, the ideas 
generated during the summit led F/SUW's team to devise a concept of the research programme 
about the political economy of social creativity, concluded with a conference organised in 2011, the 
                                                          
26 For the summary of F/SUW activities in 2009, take a look at 1_F/SUW_05_2009_Programme 
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outcomes of which were published in the tome Joy Forever27. All these consecutive projects led us to 
conceive a sociological inquiry into the conditions of labour in the Polish field of visual arts, 
conducted by the team of F/SUW in 2013 and 201428. In this way Free/Slow University tried to utilise 
project-related apparatuses with the aim of fostering long-term engagement with our central themes 
of interest, combating short-termism with the means provided by the apparatus.  
 One of the most important outcomes of this activity is the accumulation of collective 
knowledge, materials and references, which constitute a printed and digital repository. We operate a 
web page, on which we upload the video and audio documentation of events organised. We use it to 
publish reports and texts commissioned by F/SUW. In addition to the digital repository, we published 
several books on the themes of cultural production and contemporary political economy, such as the 
Polish version of the report European Cultural Policies 2015 (2009), the book Culture, Not profit: 
Readings for Artworkers (Chmielewska et al. 2009), the Polish translation of Ivan Illich's Deschooling 
Society (Illich 2010), the post-conference publication Joy Forever. The political economy of social 
creativity  (Kozlowski et al. 2011), and the most recent report Art Factory (Kozlowski at al. 2014). All 
these materials are utilised with the purpose of enriching public debate on cultural production under 
networked capitalism. 
 Furthermore, F/SUW constitutes a core group of free/slow researchers and supporters, who 
work together on several projects, and sustain their collective interests over time. People like Michał 
Kozłowski, Janek Sowa and Kuba Szreder have engaged in F/SUW since its inception in 2009, with 
varying degrees of intensity. Others, like Szymon Żydek and Joanna Figiel, have gradually joined the 
team, working on consecutive projects of F/SUW. Just by facilitating our conversations in the long-
term perspective, we are able to develop a clear connection between what otherwise would have 
been a chain of unrelated projects. 
 F/SUW aspires to acquiring a partial and contingent form of temporal autonomy by 
embracing two oppositional strategies - of accelerating and of slowing down. Free/slowness does not 
attempt to reconcile this contradiction, but rather embodies the paradoxical and tactical dynamism 
of radical opportunism. A critical project-maker does not aim at establishing any logically consistent 
form (as, for example, a theoretical construct or an institutionalised codex could be), but rather at 
                                                          
27 Information about the book Joy Forever The political economy of social creativity can be found here 
1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever_A - English description 
28 General information and visual survey related to the research programme Division and Conditions of Labour 
in Polish Contemporary Art Field can be found here 1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research 
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devising practices, which help him/her to navigate in any given circumstances and maintain a level of 
critical agency under structural pressures.  
 Even though F/SUW resists the imposed temporariness of short-termism, the collective 
sometimes speeds up in order to realise its own critical agenda. 300% of norm29, the title of the 
introduction to the catalogue of the 2009 edition of F/SUW, was an ironic comment on the 
productive pressures of the apparatus, but also a subversive programmatic statement. The title 
referred to F/SUW's first edition in 2009. In the application and contract signed with the Municipality 
of Warsaw, a funding body of this project, we promised to deliver several seminars and lectures, led 
by a dozen invited lecturers. As the curator of this edition, I decided to exceed our contractual 
obligations. We organised three times as many events, seminars, lectures, publications, summits and 
public discussions as scheduled in the application. Instead of working individually, we collaborated 
with other organisations from across Poland. We organised every event in cooperation with different 
partners. We supported other activists and initiatives by inviting them to partake in our projects and 
receive decent fees for their commitment. All of these activities demanded additional effort, the cost 
of which was not covered by the funding. By stating ironically that F/SUW achieved three hundred 
percent of its own preconceived programme, F/SUW explicitly acknowledged its own paradoxical 
status of the autonomous zone of hyper-activity. Paradoxical, because hyper-activity has various 
costs, identified as a necessary toll for realising the F/SUW's agenda. Such tactical accelerations link 
free/slowness with the programme of accelerationism, the interest in which has recently been 
revived (for example: Mackay and Avanessian 2014; Moreno 2013). Accelerationism, especially in its 
early form of the 1980s when formulated by Benjamin Noys and Nick Land (Compare: Shaviro 2013; 
Williams 2013), seems to embrace the very velocity of contemporary, networked capitalism as if it 
would be an emancipatory force in itself. Free/slowness, on the contrary, is defined by its critical 
approach to the flow of ever-interchangeable opportunities. In order to resist the structural 
pressures of short-termism, prompted by the necessity to look constantly for temporary projects, a 
group of free/slow practitioners might sometimes slow down.   
 For example, on occasions such as F/SUW's Summer Camp in 2011, F/SUW adopted a much 
slower tempo30. For this five-day anti-event, we invited members, friends and colleagues of 
Free/Slow University to join us at a remote retreat in Northern Poland.  The Camp was organised 
without a preconceived program, as we did not ask anybody to deliver any particular 'services', such 
as lectures, or seminars. Instead, we encouraged a collective ‘slowness’ of reflection and exchange, 
                                                          
29 The text is submitted as an evidence of practice in the file 1_FSUW_07_Statistical_Portrait_Text. 
30 The basic information about Summer Camp can be found in the file 1_FSUW_09_Summer_Camp.  
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i.e. we invited people to share whatever they felt like sharing, and to engage in communal activities. 
We lived, discussed and relaxed together.  
 On the other hand, free/slowness employs moments of respite or slowing down only for 
tactical reasons, as free/slow practitioners critically engage with the project-related temporality 
rather than withdrawing from them entirely. Such a critical embrace of the contemporary forms of 
production distinguishes free/slowness from such initiatives as 'slow art' (Wikipedia 2014) or 'slow 
art day' (Slow Art Day 2014). For example, the organisers of the latter, following the example of the 
'slow food' movement31, recommend changing patterns of consumption (in this case - of art) in order 
to make it more reflective and less stressful (Slow Art Day 2014). Free/slowness does not align with 
what is understood as slow reception, because radical opportunism addresses modes of cultural 
production rather than that of consumption32. Additionally, free/slowness, similar to 
accelerationism, is inherently embedded in the rhythms of networked society and is not driven by 
the nostalgic longing for idealised forms of 'slowing down'. In this sense, a free/slow practitioner 
slows down only tactically, in order to resist the structural pressure to constantly accelerate.  
 More relevant to the programme of free/slowness is Christopher Brunner’s definition of 
‘slowness’ in his theoretical programme of 'slow practices'. Even though Brunner defines slow 
practices as motivated by the general longing for 'slowing down' (Brunner 2012 p.57), he 
understands slow practices as forms of activity that embrace non-linearity and discontinuity (Brunner 
2012 p.61). In contrast to free/slowness though, Brunner underestimates the negative consequences 
of the ruptures introduced by contemporary modes of production. He defines discontinuity as 
intrinsically progressive, because he makes his theoretical propositions in the context of the art 
academy and its 'protected space' (Brunner 2012 p.65). The programme of free/slowness differs 
significantly from what Brunner describes, because it responds to the systemic instability of the 
apparatus and temporal disturbances caused by the flow of opportunities. In the context of project-
making, temporal interruptions constitute a part of the problem and not its solution, so the non-
linearity of slow practices does not provide sufficient response to the short-termism of the 
apparatus. However, Brunner acknowledges the shortcomings of his own theories, which aim to 
establish a difference between ruptures intrinsic for slow-practices and the imposed interruptions of 
                                                          
31 There are numerous other iterations of the 'slow movement', which even includes attempts to rebrand cities 
as 'slow' (Slow Movement 2014), propagated and theorised by people like Carl Honore (Honore 2005) 
32 On the other hand, free/slowness as a mode of production does engage with the ways of organising material 
production of art objects in a 'slow', ecological and friendly manner, as it is in the case of Slow Art Collective 
(http://slowartcollective-sac.blogspot.co.uk/).  
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neoliberalism. In order to do so, he differentiates between 'intensity' and 'extensity' of cultural 
practices:  
 Intensity contrasted with extensity defines a qualitative difference rather than a quantitative 
 one. Intensity always exists in combination with consistency. Intensity permits the 
 development of a continuity without sacrificing its openness. Only by ensuring an intensity of 
 practice can practice develop a congruous duration. Slow Practices are thus self-renewing 
 and enduring processes. (Brunner 2012 p.62).  
I find his formulation of the distinction between 'intensity' and 'extensity' analytically useful, as it 
sheds additional light on the tacit knowledge of F/SUW. Aligning Brunner's conceptualisations with 
my argument, I contend that short-termism utilises extensity while free/slowness accentuates 
intensity. For example, when F/SUW achieved 300% of norm during its edition in 2009, the aims were 
to intensify our collective research and to activate our social base. Similarly, consecutive projects of 
F/SUW attempted to further our explorations and sustain interpersonal relations. In this sense, the 
activities of F/SUW were conducted as 'enduring processes', intended to secure self-renewal of our 
collective.  In contrast, short-termism prompts the quantitative expansion of the apparatus, for 
which the quality of projects is irrelevant. Projects (and opportunities) are, as Virno suggests, 
'interchangeable'. The value of projects tends to usually derive from their number, velocity and 
density of connections. In contrast, free/slowness prioritises qualitative engagement with curatorial 
endeavours, which aim at self-renewal and endurance of the collective of project-makers.  
   
Free/slowness and (art) strike 
 
 In order to clarify the attempts of project-makers to regain control over the temporality of 
their production, I draw parallels between free/slowness and contemporary theories of strike that 
attempt to rethink the withdrawal of labour in the changed circumstances of post-Fordism. I make 
this connection in order to clarify how free/slow practitioners activate their ability to regulate the 
tempo of production in order to at least partially regain control over the temporality of project-
making (which aligns them with striking workers). A project-maker is not an industrial worker, but 
neither are the majority of workers in post-Fordism employed in traditional industries (I have already 
introduced this issue in Section 1.1 The apparatus of project-making). Instead, contemporary workers 
are compared by Virno to individual virtuosos, whose labour involves intellectual capacities and is 
accounted on an individual basis and performed in public (Virno 2004 pp.52–66). Such immaterial 
workers, similar to project-makers, are dependent on the flow of opportunities provided by flexible 
labour structures.  
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 In response to these transformations, contemporary theoreticians such as Stevphen 
Shukaities or Raunig aim to adjust the concept of strike to the specificity of the contemporary modes 
of production. Paradoxically, both of them do so by referring to the tradition of art strike33. 
Shuikaities justifies his interest in art strike by pointing towards changes in class composition in 
contemporary capitalism, analysing the fundamental similarities between new creative labourers and 
artists in terms of the individualisation, creativity, communicative character and diffused 
organisational patterns of new forms of creative labour (Shukaitis 2011 pp.387–391). Raunig, on the 
other hand, emphasises a specific form of temporality characteristic of both artistic activity and 
contemporary industries of creativity. According to Raunig: 'the time regime of artistic production 
anticipated certain aspects of the seemingly self-determined modes of subjectification that 
determine (...) social fields in post-fordism' (Raunig 2013a p.143). Respectively, according to Raunig, 
the labour conditions of the art field enabled the emergence of an art strike, which Raunig identifies 
as a conceptual model for the forms of strike under post-Fordism (Raunig 2013a p.143).  
 Traditionally, strikes attempted to interrupt the time flows organised by industrial 
bureaucracies. Contemporary forms of strike (and free/slowness) have to address the rhythms 
already interrupted by the contemporary modes of production (in the case of the Free/Slow 
University of Warsaw, by the flow of opportunities prompted by the apparatus of project-making). As 
a result, free/slowness has to respond to questions similar to the ones posed by Rauning in the 
context of industries of creativity:  
 What does interrupting the time regimes mean, when exactly the same time regimes are 
 based on governing through interruption, through (...) dispersing temporality? (...) What can 
 strike mean for the creative workers and industrialists whose punch-clocks know no on and 
 off but only countless versions of on? (Raunig 2013a p.142)  
Furthermore, contemporary forms of strike (and free/slowness) need to account for the engagement 
of producers in their own activities, another consequence of the fundamental ambivalence of post-
Fordism (and of project-making). As with artists, who are usually not eager to abandon studios or 
galleries, project-makers enthusiastically engage in their projects, despite dissatisfaction with the 
structural pressures of project-related production. In F/SUW, we personally commit to the 
completion of our projects, intensify our production and do even more than contractually required. 
In other words, instead of going on a typical strike, we increase project-related productivity in an 
                                                          
33 The most famous being the individual art strike of Gustav Metzger in the 1970s and 1980s or the Years 
Without Art by the British Neoists in the early 1990s.  
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attempt to realise our collective desires. On the other hand, we dissent from the pressure towards 
overproduction, inherent in project-making. 
 In order to analyse this contradiction, I align the concept of free/slowness with the 
theoretical notion of 'interrupting the interruption' that Raunig proposes in order to conceptualise 
contemporary forms of strike (Raunig 2013a p.146). This term signifies not only a paradoxical form of 
temporality introduced by contemporary forms of strike, but also brings to the fore a seemingly 
contradictory relationship between the withdrawal of productive forces and new modes of critical 
productivity prompted by such withdrawal. According to Raunig's proposal 'interruption of the 
interruption' creates conditions for 'an industrious filling of interrupted time' (Raunig 2013a p.146). 
To discuss this emergent form of autonomous productivity, Raunig develops the concept of 
industriousness, returning to the genealogical core of the word 'industria', which used to signify 
diligence, inventiveness, activity of building and setting up (Raunig 2013a p.120). Raunig understands 
industria as:  
 an inventive reappropriation of time, as a wild and no longer servile industriousness allowing 
 smooth and striated times to newly emerge (...) An industry that is no longer creative 
 economy, but rather busyness in the vernacular, wild, disobedient, orgic industry (Raunig 
 2013a pp.121–122)   
Because of Raunig's close relation to art-activist practice34, his conceptualisations of 'interrupting the 
interruption' closely resemble the tacit knowledge generated by the Free/Slow University of Warsaw. 
The conceptual edifice of 'interrupting interruption' clarifies the seemingly contradictory connection 
between accelerations and continuities, which is characteristic for free/slowness, as a practically and 
theoretically sensible response to the basic ambivalence of project-making. F/SUW slows down in 
order to interrupt the time, which is already interrupted by the flow of opportunities. F/SUW 
accelerates in an attempt to fill in the interrupted time with industrious and autonomous 
productivity. In other words, free/slowness recalibrates the rhythms of project-making, not to stop 
the production, but rather to prompt a 'vernacular, wild and disobedient busyness'. 
 Speaking from the position of a practitioner, I contend that in order to explain the connection 
between interruptions and productive engagements, it is instructive to look not only at an art strike 
as a positive model of action (as Raunig and Shuikaities do), but also to highlight some of the 
problems that initiators of such strikes encountered. One of the most interesting of such 'failed' 
initiatives was a call for international art strike, issued by Yugoslavian artist Goran Dordevic back in 
                                                          
34 Raunig establishes his terms in context of the various art-activists platforms, such as Isola Art Centre from 
Milan (www.isolartcenter.org) 
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1979. Dordevic sent a circular to hundreds of artists worldwide urging them to boycott current art 
systems. Eventually, he received over forty responses, some from prominent artists of the period, 
but as the majority of them were negative his proposition never entered into a phase of collective 
enactment (After: Wade and Gillick 2002 p.23).  
 I will refer to some of these responses in order to clarify some of the problems inherent in 
balancing contradictory forces of withdrawal and engagement in artistic or curatorial practice. 
Free/slowness is motivated by the similar impulses that drove Lucy Lippard when she responded 
negatively to the invitation from Dordevic. She wrote: 'rather than strike I spend all my energy on 
striking back at the art system by working around  and outside of it and against it and letting it pay 
for my attempts to subvert it' (After: Wade and Gillick 2002 p.23). Free/slow practitioners similarly 
aim to 'strike back' at the apparatus. In contrast to Lippard, a politicised project-maker confronts the 
temporal pressures and modes of governance in the field, which has already expanded as a result of 
the critical actions of people like Lippard. In such a situation, it is necessary to acknowledge the 
structural limitations of 'spending energy on striking back', as the cooptation of even critically 
inclined projects by the 'organisational grammar' of project-making (see Section 0.3 The role of 
practice) is one of the reasons to withdraw from a project-related production. The ability of the 
apparatus to absorb (and exploit) even critical 'strikes (back)' demonstrates that internal 
contradictions of free/slowness cannot be easily resolved and calls for balancing acts between 
engagement, cooptation and exhaustion. 
 Connecting interruptive withdrawals with critical engagements is rendered even more 
complex by the competitive pressures of the apparatus (discussed thoroughly in Chapter 4). Just as 
with other forms of contemporary strike, free/slowness needs to account for the competitive nature 
of the contemporary modes of production, as project-makers not only confront the flow of 
opportunities, but also need to actively compete to acquire access to them. Such competition results 
in the atomisation of project-makers and undermines social solidarity, which preconditions any kind 
of collective action, especially strike. If a group of politicised project-makers withdrew entirely, some 
others, less politicised or merely opportunistic, would not necessarily join them. Some of the most 
cynical ones could utilise the withdrawal of competitors for individual benefit.  A similar situation 
could be found in any kind of industry. However, under post-Fordism the endorsement of cynical 
opportunism is widespread, eradicating the basis for social solidarity because of the flexibility and 
mobility prompted by the project-related modes of production. In this context, it is interesting to 
quote another counter-argument to Dordevic’s initiative, formulated by Hans Haacke: 
 Museums and commercial galleries will go on functioning very well without the cooperation 
 of the socially concerned artist, and these of course would be the only ones to possibly join 
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 such a strike. Rather than withholding socially critical works from the art-system every trick in 
 the book should be employed to inject such works into the mainstream art world, particularly 
 since they are normally not well received there. (After: Wade and Gillick 2002 p.23). 
Even though Haacke expressed his concerns in the context of the contemporary art circuit of the 
1970s, his remarks remain even more valid in the competitive environment of the apparatus of 
project-making. There is one fundamental difference between his proposition of critical engagement 
and that of free/slowness. Haacke seems to suggest that the very presence of critical art works 
challenges the mainstream art world, while accepting as a given the competitive character of the art 
world's architecture. In contrast, radical opportunism does not try to promote any particular group of 
practitioners or aesthetical idioms, because of their assumed criticality. Instead, radical opportunism 
tries to establish systems of collective solidarity that target the competitive systems of the art world 
as such (as discussed in the Section 4.2 Interdependent curating). 
 
Free/slowness and the power of negation 
 
 The decision of the Free/Slow University to engage the apparatus and prompt critical yet 
industrious forms of productivity both aligns with and differs from the programme of John Roberts 
(outlined in the Section 0.3 The role of practice), who discusses contemporary curators as producers 
by using such notions as 'being out of sync', 'power of negation' and 'infinite ideation'. As Roberts 
postulates: 
 curators need to become artists if the artist as producer is to retain its meaningfulness. Those 
 curators who have no interests in being artists should step back and reclaim a subsidiary - in 
 no less engaged - role: that of organizer, adviser, agitator, negotiator' (Roberts 2010b p.57) 
In discussing his proposals for curators as producers, Roberts refers to his concept of 'power of 
negation', fundamental to his theories about the progressive character of artistic avant-garde.  As 
Robert says in another text: 'the determining framework of art is of necessity that of negation' 
(Roberts 2010a p.81). He develops the genealogy of such artistic negation in relation to the tradition 
of artistic avant-gardes, especially in its anti-productivist iterations (Compare: Roberts 2009). By 
'negation' Roberts means negation of artistic tradition, of artistic skill, hierarchy of representation, 
but also more generally artistic negation of art's institutional frameworks and even of the realm of 
capitalistic production at large (Compare: Roberts 2004; Roberts 2008; Roberts 2010a). Roberts' 
propositions for curators are motivated by his theoretical belief in the specific position of artists in 
the art world, determined by the artist's possession of 'sovereign access to powers of negation that 
leave him or her "out of sync" with the prevailing institutional, bureaucratic, and academic 
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frameworks' (Roberts 2010b p.57). Roberts postulates that the critical powers of artists 'set out from 
a place very different from non-aesthetic reason; namely (...) the realm of negation, non-identity, 
and destabilization' (Roberts 2010b p.53).  Consequently, when Roberts urges curators to become 
more like artists, he suggests that they should become 'out of sync' and negate their own 
instrumental function in the artistic apparatuses in order to destabilise the production structures of 
the art world. 
 What interests me here are the practical implications of his programme for 'independent' 
curating. On the one hand, Roberts underlines that it is not his intention to romanticise 'the non-
reconcilable pathos of art, as opposed to the dark machinations of art's mediators' (Roberts 2010b 
p.57) and acknowledges that 'artists are no less bound to institutions than art's curators' (Roberts 
2010b p.57). On the other, he downplays the facilitating functions of artistic apparatuses and the 
privileged position of artists in the division of artistic labour. When Roberts suggests that curators 
who are not interested in being 'out of sync' should simply 'reclaim a subsidiary role', he 
unconsciously affirms the internal hierarchies of art-related labour.  
 In contrast to Roberts, I assert (in accord with the tradition of critical sociology of art) that 
any powers of artists are not extra- or anti-institutional, but rather structurally embedded in the 
structures of the art world. Artists are able to indulge in infinite ideation, because they are partially 
sheltered from the administrative pressures or other organisational necessities by people occupying 
'subsidiary positions of organizers, advisers, negotiators'. In other words, the autonomy of artists 
derives from the social cooperation with people like curators and other support personnel 
(technicians, assistants, etc.), who administer, produce, distribute, organise artistic production 
(Compare:  Becker 1984).  F/SUW acknowledges and challenges these fundamental hierarchies in 
both its organisational practice (more thoroughly discussed in Chapter 4) and research activities. We 
have very deliberately devoted our programmes to 'art workers' and not 'artists' in order to question 
the prevailing dominance of artists in the art-related discussions, their professional role and 
definition. The most recent inquiry of F/SUW is devoted to researching the division of labour in the 
art world, trying to dissect the differences and conflicts between differing positions (assistants, 
artists, curators, administrators, etc.) 35.  We analyse reasons for and the mechanisms of the 
structural devaluation of certain types of labour, such as manual or administrative tasks. 
Interestingly, it seems that despite the objective conflicts of interests between different professional 
categories in the art world, the position of artists and curators as authorial figures remains 
                                                          
35 Evidence of practice attached in the Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number 
eleven, file 1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research. 
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uncontested even by the support personnel, as the romantic ideology of authorship retains its 
hegemonic hold on the world view of agents (Kozlowski at al. 2014).  
 But speaking from the position of a practicing curator, I contend that expecting curators to 
become 'out of sync' with institutional frameworks would require a general overhaul of the division 
of labour in art (which could potentially expand the exceptional status of artists to other categories) 
or a specific transformation of the position of curators in the structures of the art world. In the 
second case, other professional groups, such as assistants or organisers, would need to take over the 
administrative tasks currently executed by curators, enabling curators to indulge in infinite ideation 
or other aesthetical pursuits.  
 Instead of reaffirming the professional privileges of artists, free/slowness tries to politicise 
project-makers as ‘radical opportunists’, regardless of their position in the traditional, artistic division 
of labour36. Free/slowness does not aim at an aesthetic debunking of the apparatus in its entirety, 
but rather tries to recalibrate the temporal cycles of the apparatus in order to free collective 
industriousness from the dependency on the flow of opportunities. Obviously, such recalibration by 
default includes the moment of critique (which could be understood as a form of negation), 
instigated in order to destabilise the temporal pressures of the apparatus. Yet, such a form of 
negation is self-reflectively aware of its own paradoxical embedment in the productive temporality of 
the apparatus, acknowledging the contained and partial character of elicited resistance.  
 
Section 2.3 Precarity 
 
 In this section, I will discuss precarity as the structural limit of free/slowness, the long-term 
effect of short-termism and one of the structural causes of opportunism. I will discuss how collectives 
such as F/SUW challenge the individualisation of responsibility, linked with precarity. I will argue that 
the collaborative turn in combating precarity constitutes a nuanced yet crucial difference between 
merely opportunistic individualism (of an atomised project-maker) and a collectivism characterised 
by radical opportunism.  
In the context of my argument, I understand precarity structurally imposed by neoliberalism as a lack 
of existential and economic security, resulting from the exposure to systemic risks and the 
dissolution of social safety nets, on which one could rely in the case of failure. I interpret precarity as 
the neoliberal articulation of the fundamental ambivalence of short-termism, as precarity links 
                                                          
36 It does not mean that project-making is not affected by the division of labour, but that the new hierarchies 
do not match the ones on which Roberts' arguments refer. 
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project-related freedom with the general deterioration of welfare resulting from systemic instability. 
Throughout this Chapter, I have described the effects of short-termism on the professional trajectory 
of a freelancer. This condition is not a personal problem of any 'independent' curator. On the 
contrary, precarity is a long-term effect of the accumulation of risks caused by the permanent 
temporariness propagated by post-Fordism. Andrew Ross identifies precarity as the general 
condition of labour under neoliberalism, signifying the dominance of employers over employees, as 
the latter become, as Ross dramatically puts it 'forced to beg and pray to keep one’s job' (Ross 2009 
p.34). Precarity, according to him, is directly related to one's 'social and economic insecurity (...) 
which not only gives employers leeway to hire and fire workers at will, but also glorifies part-time 
contingent work as “free agency,” liberated from the stifling constraints of contractual regulations' 
(Ross 2009 p.34). Precarity is widely discussed in the context of intermittent and unsecure positions 
prevalent in the contemporary art world (Compare: Aranda et al. 2011; Precarious Workers Brigade 
2011b; Precarious Workers Brigade 2011a; Lazzarato 2011). 
 Precarity in project-making is related to the general individualisation of responsibility for 
securing potential projects and future employment. The chances of project-makers finding new 
opportunities depend on what I call 'employability', after Boltanski and Chiapello, who state: 
 employability refers to the capacity people must be equipped with if they are to be called 
 upon for projects. The transition from one project to the next is the opportunity to increase 
 one's employability. This is the personal capital that everyone must manage, comprising the 
 total set of skills people can mobilize (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.93, italics by authors) 
Short-termism magnifies the negative effects of the individualisation of employability, because the 
imposed temporariness forces project-makers to migrate constantly between projects, while being 
personally responsible for the success of their migrations. In such circumstances, only an unhindered 
passage between multiple projects constitutes a resemblance of stability. Such a career is always 
precarious, as nobody can be sure of whether or not s/he will be engaged in any projects in the scope 
of two, three or five years. This kind of precarity is especially noticeable, when somebody is 
economically dependent on project-making, as the absence of projects seriously undermines one's 
livelihood. Access to the flow of opportunities, on the utilisation of which project-makers depend, is 
never granted. On the contrary, a project-maker as an opportunist must actively strive to secure 
opportunities for his/her projects, the operation characterised by the high risk of failure. The lack of 
security leads to anxiety and fear, which retroactively reinforce the negative pressures to adopt 
opportunistic strategies in fear of his or her survival (as introduced in Section 1.1 The apparatus of 
project-making). 
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 The structural convergence between opportunism, employability and precarity constitutes 
one of the fundamental challenges for free/slowness. The individualisation of responsibility (for 
employability and securing opportunities) hampers the capacity to withdraw and (or) accelerate, 
quintessential for free/slow forms of autonomous industriousness.  
 Consequently, in order to sustain free/slow practices, politicised project-makers must 
challenge the individualisation of responsibility for one's own employability and subsequent 
precarity. Precisely for this reason free/slowness is a collective rather than individual activity. For 
example, Free/Slow University of Warsaw attempts to partially de-individualise risks and 
responsibilities inherent in project-making, by collaboratively enhancing the employability of its 
members and constituting a modest, yet existing collective buffer against precarity.   The continuity 
instigated by the Free/Slow University of Warsaw collectively enhances the chances of F/SUW's 
members to survive in the volatile environment. Any member of F/SUW can utilise the knowledge 
generated and the contacts established in order to gain access to potential opportunities. Because of 
our international reputation, members of Free/Slow University are sometimes invited to partake in 
various collaborative projects, congresses or symposia, providing additional sources of income. Also 
the projects instigated as part of its enduring lines of research, enable F/SUW's members to secure 
further temporary positions as a means of survival. Because the provisional security offered by 
F/SUW relies on interpersonal support of the free/slow collective, it challenges opportunistic 
individualism, which remains one of the causes of precarity. 
 One of the main challenges for a politicised project-maker is the seemingly self-elected 
character of precarity. In section 2.1, I have described the practical attractions of short-termism, 
which grants personal freedom, elicits enthusiasm and merges professional obligations with personal 
interests. The intrinsic relation between individualistic opportunism and project-related freedom 
hampers collective attempts to combat the effects of precarious conditions. In order to unpack this 
complexity I refer to the analysis of Isabell Lorey, who identifies similar phenomena in the context of 
the art world and, more generally, the creative professions (Lorey 2011; Lorey 2006). To criticise the 
self-elected character of precarity she establishes the term 'self-precarisation'. She describes self-
precarised cultural producers as 'subjects easily exploited'  who 'seem able to tolerate their living and 
working conditions with infinite patience because of the belief in their own freedoms and 
autonomies, and because of the fantasies of self-realization' (Lorey 2011 pp.86–87). Self-
precarisation leads in the longer term to 'experiences of anxiety and loss of control, feelings of 
insecurity as well as the fear and the actual experience of failure, a drop in social status and poverty' 
(Lorey 2011 p.87). In accordance with Lorey, the self-imposed lack of security entraps cultural 
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producers in a vicious cycle, as they 'constantly support and reproduce the very conditions in which 
one suffers and which one at the same time wants to be part of' (Lorey 2011 p.87).  
 Interestingly, Lorey points out a side-effect of the cynical forms of opportunism (discussed in 
Section 1.2 Radical opportunism), as the complicity of project-makers with the pressures of the 
apparatus 'reproduces the very conditions in which one suffers'. In this sense, radical opportunism 
aims at breaking the vicious cycle of complicity and systemic reproduction, by targeting the 
obsession with project-related freedom and its relation to the individualisation of responsibility. In 
this sense, I positively align my argument with Lorey, when she criticises the 'self' component of self-
precarisation, questioning the aspirations of cultural-producers for individual freedom and self-
realisation as incorporated within the hegemonic discourses of neoliberalism. Yet, free/slowness 
does not negate the aspiration for autonomy and freedom in their entirety, but rather reaffirms 
these aspirations on an interpersonal level of a free/slow collective.  
 By collectivising the risks of project-making, free/slowness challenges what Franco Berardi 
Bifo diagnoses as a contemporary 'pathology of responsibility'.  When analysing the psychological 
consequences of the networked modes of production in creative industries, Berardi diagnoses 
depression as a mental affliction typical for precarious professions, quoting Alain Ehrenberg, who 
states that 'depression manifests itself as a pathology of responsibility, dominated by the feeling of 
inadequateness. The depressed individuals are not up to the task, they are tired of having to become 
themselves' (After: Berardi 2009 p.99). In a similar vein, Angela McRobbie, when dissecting 
precarious conditions in creative sectors in the UK, diagnoses depression as the professional illness of 
creative workers and project-makers, calling depression the 'pathology of precariousness' (McRobbie 
2011 p.32). She talks about exhaustion, insecurity, the impossibility of establishing a family, as other 
social ills specific for the precarious condition. Bifo, on the other hand, focuses on the tension 
between the ideology of personal success and the competitive pressures of neoliberalism, which 
structurally hampers the possibilities of fulfilling the same ambitions that it encourages. According to 
Bifo, this problem is fundamental, as  
 the social norms do not acknowledge the possibility of failure (...). There is no competition 
 without failure and defeat, but the social norm cannot acknowledge the norm of failure 
 without questioning its own ideological fundaments, and even its own economic efficiency 
 (Berardi 2009 p.99).  
Similar tensions are present in the apparatus of project-making, and more generally within 
contemporary art networks, which individualise responsibility for grabbing opportunities, while 
obfuscating the systemic causes of potential failures.  
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 In this respect, free/slowness operates similarly to the forms of action proposed by Bifo. 
Responding to the challenges imposed by the 'pathology of responsibility', Bifo proposes to combine 
political action with therapeutic acts in order to deconstruct and reconstruct desires (for freedom, 
autonomy, etc.) on a collective basis, so that 'new investments of desire become possible, which will 
be autonomous from competition, acquisition, possession, and accumulation'  (Berardi 2009 p.140). 
Similarly, radical opportunism acknowledges the therapeutic potential of a politicised collective 
practice by undermining the obsessive fixation with an opportunistic 'self'.  When F/SUW collectively 
challenges short-termism, it renders the risks of precarity psychologically more bearable for the 
projects-makers involved. It is much less likely to accept individual responsibility for systemic failures, 
when a group of fellow project-makers conduct free/slowness together. For example, when in 2011 
some of F/SUW's applications failed, we reacted by relying more heavily on our collective resources. 
As a result of this mobilisation, we instigated Summer Camp, which was organised under the ironic 
title No Money. Another example of such collective resilience in the face of systemic drawbacks is 
Critical Practice, who developed its interests in the artistic structures of evaluation between 2011 
and 2015, despite the absence of project-related opportunities. It is important not to neglect the 
limits of such collective endeavours. Just when the Free/Slow University of Warsaw constitutes an 
interpersonal support system, it becomes exposed to the modes of governance characteristic of the 
neoliberal articulations of the apparatus, the process extensively discussed in the following Chapter. 
 
Conclusion of Chapter 2 
 
 The term 'free/slowness' originates in the context and practice of the Free/Slow University of 
Warsaw. I establish this term in order to clarify a politicised response to short-termism propagated 
by the apparatus. Free/slowness attempts to connect an interruptive withdrawal from the cycles of 
project-making with the forms of industrious and autonomous productivity, linking accelerations 
with periods of slowing down. In accordance with the general premise of radical opportunism, a 
free/slow practitioner does not abandon or negate the temporalities prompted by the apparatus. 
Instead, s/he always attempts to regain only partial, but at least tangible, control over the 
temporality of his/her practice.  
 A free/slow curator needs to acknowledge and respond to the complex character of the 
temporal pressures of the apparatus. A project-maker is personally dependent on the flow of ever-
interchangeable opportunities, which on the one hand imposes a form of permanent temporariness, 
while on the other facilitates a project-related freedom. Responding to the specific temporal 
pressures of project-making, free/slow practitioners interrupt the interrupted rhythms of project-
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making in order to elicit autonomous forms of productivity. Free/slowness tries to balance two 
contradictory stances (of slowing down and speeding up) in order to distance itself from the 
alienating accelerations of post-Fordism, while avoiding the conservative idealisations of past forms 
of production. So defined free/slowness emphasises the qualitative intensification of practical 
engagement with collective projects while resisting the quantitative expansion characteristic of the 
flow of interchangeable opportunities.  
 I identify precarity as the long-term effect of the accumulation of risks characteristic of short-
termism, intrinsically connected to the cynical form of opportunism. Precarity results from the 
individualisation of project-makers' responsibility for grabbing opportunities, subsequently causing 
the mental stress characteristic of the 'pathology of responsibility'. Radical opportunism, in order to 
overcome the individualistic, opportunistic and cynical articulations of the desire for freedom and 
autonomy, collectivises the processes of free/slow productivity. Such collaborative platforms as the 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw aim to rearticulate the desire for autonomy on a collective level by 
sharing risks and constituting interpersonal support structures.  
 By shifting towards processes of collective organisation, the discussion about free/slowness 
introduces threads that will be thoroughly discussed in the following Chapters. I will revisit the issue 
of opportunistic individualism again in Chapter 4, as it resurfaces in the context of the competitive 
pressure of the apparatus. In Chapter 3, I will discuss how the apparatus thwarts the attempts at 
collective self-governance, analysing the modes of control characteristic of neoliberal articulations of 
project-making.  
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Chapter 3 
The Free/Slow University of Warsaw as 'neither a project nor an institution' 
 
 This Chapter will discuss the organisational form of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw as a 
politicised, curatorial response to the modes of governance prompted by the apparatus. I concluded 
the previous Chapter with the assertion that in order to resist the structurally imposed precarity and 
the temporal pressures of the apparatus, politicised curators constitute collective support systems. 
The current Chapter will dissect the systems of project-related control, which thwart such efforts at 
collective resistance. I will discuss the organisational iterations of radical opportunism as politicised 
modes of self-organisation that self-sustain themselves by critically engaging the flow of 
opportunities regulated by the apparatus. 
 The first Section Control will discuss how project-related modes of governance control both 
self-organised collectives and individual project-makers by utilising their dependency on the flow of 
opportunities. Section 3.2 'Neither a project nor an institution' will present how the organisational 
form of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw critically engages the basic ambivalence of the apparatus 
in order to sustain a politicised form of project-related collective organisation. The third Section 
Scarcity will identify the economic impact of neoliberalism as the structural hindrance of the 
organisational experiments of F/SUW. I will argue that in order to sustain itself under such structural 
pressure, F/SUW instigates a balanced economy, which matches utilisation of opportunities with 
systems of self-support.  
 
Section 3.1 Control 
  
 Project-related modes of governance can take different forms, one of them is called here 
'project art'. The term 'project art' denotes the structural pressures for opportunity-driven project-
making; describes curatorial activities motivated primarily by the availability of opportunities (grants, 
invitations, and commissions) rather than any other (political, artistic, intellectual) concerns. The 
notion of project art acknowledges the term 'grant art', established by Janek Sowa in order to ridicule 
the curatorial and artistic effects of grant systems (Sowa 2009). Grant art, according to Sowa, is art 
made for grants' sake, which results from the exposure of cultural producers to the demands of grant 
providers. As a practicing 'independent' curator, realising publically funded projects, I frequently 
experienced pressures manifested in project art. For example, between 2004 and 2006, I worked on 
several projects unfolding in the framework of the officially announced year of bilateral cultural 
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cooperation between Poland and Germany. Using different sources of public funding, I realised, in 
cooperation with Polish and German colleagues, projects such as Attention! Poles are coming! 
(Weimar, 2005), Friendship / Friendship (Kraków - Berlin, 2004), Industrial Town Futurism (Wolfsburg 
- Nowa Huta, 2005-2006). All of these projects internalised the explicit agendas of grant providers, to 
promote Polish - German cultural cooperation. Together with my colleagues and invited artists, we 
tried to subvert these agendas in order to manifest our critical approach to the Polish-German 
relationship, by discussing negative stereotypes, promoting hands-on cooperation between artists, or 
analysing socio-economic contexts of Poland and Germany. But in analysing these examples, I would 
classify them as thematically subversive yet structurally complicit project art, which does not 
intervene in the project-related apparatuses. The above mentioned projects responded critically to 
the themes propagated of funding bodies, but remained opportunity-driven, and thereby 
undermined their own criticality. I will discuss in detail the differences between subversive project 
art and radical opportunism later in this Chapter, at first discussing a more general context of 
project-related control.  
 The project-related modes of governance are embedded in the specific context of post-
Fordism and networked societies. In order to analyse the diffused and pervasive character of these 
forms of governance, I refer to Gilles Deleuze's insights into 'societies of control' (Deleuze 1992a). In 
his essay ‘Postscript on the Societies of Control’, Deleuze argues that in contrast to disciplinary 
societies, which enclose time, space and bodies in the limited framework of factories, hospitals or 
prisons37, contemporary 'societies of control' create 'ultrarapid forms of free-floating control that 
replace the old disciplines operating in the time frame of a closed system' (Deleuze 1992a p.3). In 
other words, Deleuze argues that even though networks traverse institutional boundaries, freeing 
people from confinement in institutionalised frameworks, societies of control implement diffused, 
ultrarapid and free-floating systems, which penetrate every aspect of life. Applying Deleuze's analysis 
in the context of ‘independent' curating, I assume that even though the apparatus supports the 
'independent' activities outside of the traditional artistic institutions, it exposes project-makers to 
the modes of diffused and pervasive control.  
 Boltanski and Chiapello’s analysis of new management literature provides sociological 
insights into how such systems of networked control operate, which I apply to the apparatus in order 
to objectify project-related modes of governance. Boltanski and Chiapello point towards the central 
                                                          
37 To quote Deleuze: 'the ideal project of these environments of enclosure, particularly visible within the 
factory [is]: to concentrate; to distribute in space; to order in time; to compose a productive force within the 
dimension of space-time whose effect will be greater than the sum of its component forces' (Deleuze 1992a 
p.3). 
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paradox of the new network-based form of management. They explain that managers operating in 
the unstable environment of the networked companies have to control the uncontrollable,  i.e. they 
have to manage 'selforganized teams working in a network that is not unified in time or space' 
(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.80).  New management responds to this challenge by letting 'people 
control themselves, which involves transferring constraints from external organizational mechanisms 
to people's internal dispositions' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.80, italics by authors).  In addition, 
networked enterprises replace the traditional, hierarchical discipline with market-related control. 
According to Boltanski and Chiapello 'creating competition has replaced control of work by the 
directors of these units, who in return can rely on customer demand to exercise control that seems 
to issue no longer from them, but from the market' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.82). 
 Even though the apparatus of project-making differs from the networked enterprises 
analysed by Boltanski and Chiapello, I would maintain that the control exercised by the apparatus 
operates in a very similar manner. The apparatus lets 'independent' project-makers control 
themselves and control each other, on the one hand transferring control to people's internal 
dispositions, on the other exhorting control by regulating the access to opportunities in a market-like 
manner. In the first instance, the apparatus subsumes the vocational commitment of project-makers  
in order to instigate internalised forms of self-control that function in absence of institutionalised 
discipline. 'Independent' producers self-manage themselves as cynical opportunists, who comply 
with the structural pressures of the apparatus. This obedience is enhanced by mechanisms that 
regulate access to the flow of interchangeable opportunities, which can be formalised (as in the case 
of grant systems) or informal (as in the case of selection processes to art events or biennales). 
Because project-makers need to compete for access to opportunities (as described more thoroughly 
in Chapter 4), if somebody does not follow with the structural pressures of project-making (and more 
generally - neoliberalism), s/he will not succeed at securing opportunities for organising new 
projects.  
 Project art manifests the intrinsic relation between opportunism and project-related control, 
because project-makers in order to grab opportunities need to comply with the agendas of 
opportunity providers, i.e. people and institutions regulating access to resources, such as 
foundations, municipalities, governmental agencies, organisers of larger festivals or biennales. The 
programmes announced can be manifold. They can relate to historical anniversaries (such as the 
centenary of the First World War), intercultural cooperation (either bilateral or multilateral, as with 
the programmes of the European Union), cultural diplomacy (events promoting national culture in 
various foreign countries), values and policies (promoting creativity, cultural diversity, social 
integration), cultural heritage (celebrations of anniversaries related to classical composers, artists or 
79 
 
poets). In each of these cases, the apparatus enables the gatekeepers to promote their social, 
political, economic or aesthetic agendas by utilising their control over the flow of opportunities on 
which project-makers depend38.  
 For example, in the Fall of 2012, the Norwegian artist and curator Jesper Alvaer and I started 
to work on a project linking the Free/Slow University of Warsaw with the Artists' House in Oslo.39 The 
project was aimed at supporting reflection upon artist-run initiatives and their sustainability in the 
long-term perspective. Our idea was partially motivated by the availability of funding for Polish-
Norwegian cultural projects. While working on the project proposal, we tested our ideas against the 
criteria announced in the grant application. As our original concept did not score enough points, we 
began to change our proposal to widen its geographical scope beyond Oslo, promote cultural 
diversity by including ethnic minorities and organise a popular event to attract larger audiences. 
When we realised that our initial idea had changed beyond recognition, we decided to abandon the 
application and look for other means of supporting our potential cooperation.  
 I provide this example in order to illustrate the pressure to internalise the agendas of 
opportunity providers, driven by an intrinsic motivation of project-makers to grab and utilise 
opportunities. Especially when announced in advance (as open calls for proposals, announcements of 
different funding opportunities, calls for applications, etc.) the criteria that regulate access to 
opportunities shape the plans of project-makers, who tailor their projects accordingly.  This form of 
control is comparable to what Isabel Bruno analyses as benchmarking. Bruno describes 
benchmarking as a technique the goal of which is to 'find examples of superior results and to (...) 
tailor and incorporate these best practices into one’s own operations' (Bruno 2011 p.240).  This 
mode of governance is 'all the more efficient since it is neither coercive, nor legal. Obedience relies 
on willingness and incentives, rather than on constraint and punishments' (Bruno 2011 p.240). 
Similarly, for an opportunist involved in project art, the obedience is prompted by incentives rather 
than direct coercion. The only 'punishment', which suffices in inducing changes in behaviour, is the 
denial of access to the flow of opportunities, one of the sources of anxiety and fear in post-Fordism. 
In this context it is important to mention that the project planned with Jesper Alvaer, never 
happened after we had declined to apply for this particular source of funding. As we found other 
ways to maintain our mutual connection, our plans never developed on the scale that we had in 
mind while attempting to apply for Polish-Norwegian cultural funding. We could afford to withdraw 
                                                          
38 Sophie Hope in her already quoted thesis analyses this mechanism on the example of New Labour cultural 
policies, implemented in the UK in the 1990s and 2000s (Hope 2011 pp.28–38) 
39 www.kunstnerneshus.no/kunst/en/ 
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from this competition, as during this period (in 2012-2013), both of us had other sources of income. 
However, if we did not have such guarantees, we would probably have succumbed to the application 
procedures and engaged with typical project art, i.e. art organised with the intent to secure 
opportunities. 
 Project art as a mode of governance synchronises with the structural pressure of short-
termism. Using Brunner’s terms (introduced in Section 2.2 Free/slowness), project art consequently 
promotes extensity over the intensity of curatorial activities. In this sense, it is not a coincidence that 
project art is frequently mediated by the numerically expressed systems of criteria. Especially in 
formalised grant systems, quantifiable criteria constitute a basis for competitive comparisons 
between projects, which inform decisions about potential funding or investment. In a typical 
application of F/SUW, we usually need to estimate the number of visitors, events, and participants, 
media coverage (i.e. number of reviews, followers on social media), geographical scope, diversity of 
audiences (i.e. the number of minority groups involved). These measures are used to test the 
efficiency of public investment. The sets of criteria might differ from case to case, but characteristic 
of this form of control is the replacement of qualitative assessments with quantitative 
measurements. Numerical criteria emphasise measurable project outcomes at the expense of more 
nuanced considerations of intangible or delayed results. They might measure the geographical scope 
of the project, but not the longevity of established partnerships, the size of the audience but not the 
character of public engagement, media attention instead of social demand, the number of reviews as 
a replacement for artistic quality. This kind of quantitative abstraction is criticised by Gielen, when he 
writes:  
 the present dominant system of measuring investment and output reduces quality to 
 quantity and erases the former in the process. Any numerical calculation makes differences 
 in quality relative, after all. It generates quantitative comparability and the interchangeability 
 of qualities by making an abstract distinction in grades. Once the abstraction is made, literally 
 anything can be related to anything else, and relationships therefore become relative and 
 interchangeable too (Gielen 2013a p.26). 
Still, as it is in the case of his general critique of post-Fordism, Gielen criticises neoliberal systems of 
measurement in order to reinstate institutionalised value regimes, as for him 'rising up, or creating 
something (...) needs a solid cultural ground to stand on. And that is exactly what the classic 
institutions provided' (Gielen 2013a p.26). In contrast, I concur that even when assessing the impact 
of project-related quantifications, with the neoliberal version from which I dissent, it is important not 
to forget about the fundamental ambivalence of project-making. On the one hand, the tendency to 
quantify is intrinsically linked with the fundamental rules of societies of control, about which Deleuze 
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wrote that they form 'a system of variable geometry the language of which is numerical' (Deleuze 
1992a p.3). On the other, the inherent tendency for abstraction intertwines with the project-related 
capacity to traverse and connect various social universes. The 'organisational grammar' of project-
making has to be abstract, because otherwise it would not be compatible with different social 
worlds. In this sense, the quantification as a mode of control should be differentiated from a capacity 
to connect, which can be utilised by radical opportunists in order to establish politicised clusters of 
self-organised initiatives (as discussed in Section 4.2 Interdependent curating). 
 The agendas of opportunity providers, even when expressed as numerical criteria, are 
frequently negotiable and open to subversion. It is important to acknowledge that the influence of 
opportunity providers is only a side effect of the dependency of opportunists on the flow of 
opportunities. In the larger perspective, much more relevant is the ability of the 'organisational 
grammar' of project-making to erase any differences in the featured content (as described in the 
Section 0.3 The role of practice). For this reason, I do not focus on the curatorial subversions of the 
programmatic influence of opportunity providers, but rather on politicised challenges to the 
dependency on the flow of opportunities, identified here as a structural cause of project art. In order 
to highlight the subtle difference between these two curatorial approaches, I will discuss two 
curatorial projects realised in the framework of grant programmes related to cultural diplomacy and 
urban regeneration.  
 Parade: Modes of Assembly Forms of Address40 was realised in 2010 with Critical Practice. In 
2008 and 2009, together with the collective, we conducted an investigation into the notion of 'being 
in public', by organising research trips, public performances and seminars. During this research, we 
scrutinised different models of the public sphere, focusing on its cultural and historical variants. Our 
research concluded with Parade, a two-day event organised in a specifically designed architectural 
environment. Parade was financed by the Adam Mickiewicz Institute as part of Polska!Year, a series 
of events promoting Polish culture in the United Kingdom. On the one hand, the project realised the 
goal of the funding body to promote Polish artists, architects and intellectuals in the British research 
environment and to present them in a prestigious location in central London (i.e. Rootstein Hopkins 
Parade Ground at Millbank). On the other, we used this funding to support our intercultural 
investigations into the central problem of 'being in public' and to facilitate the exchange between 
participants coming from different cultural contexts. 
                                                          
40 Example of practice attached in the form of a catalogue (Critical Practice 2011), attached in the Appendix 2 
Critical Practice, piece of evidence number one, file 2_CP_01_Parade_Catalogue. 
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 Obviously, in order to secure the funding employed we needed to negotiate between the 
aspirations of the curatorial team and the interests of the funders, i.e. we needed to present our 
interests in a way which would match the agenda of the funders. The cooperation unfolded without 
major frictions, as these agendas did not overtly oppose each other. There was only one minor 
disagreement related to the colour of the Polska! Year logo on printed booklets, as the colour code of 
the logo (red and white or black and white) did not match the adopted colour of Parade's prints 
(green on white).  
 I am less interested though in how Parade negotiated the programmatic influence of funders, 
but rather how it approached the structural pressures of project art. In the case of opportunity-led 
project art, the elicited interests and established connections fade after the opportunity expires, 
because an opportunist is structurally inclined to follow the flow of interchangeable opportunities. 
Parade, in contrast, has utilised an opportunity to nourish the research interests and interpersonal 
links which evolved autonomously from the flow of opportunities and lingered over time. Critical 
Practice's framework of an open organisation facilitated the shift from a mere project-related 
cooperation into a prolonged and fruitful intercultural exchange. As a result of Parade, people like 
Metod Blejec from Slovenia, Karem Ibrahim from Egypt and Kuba Szreder from Poland, became 
active members of Critical Practice. Because of these long-term links, many other participants of 
Parade, such as members of F/SUW who were present during the event, also entered into a 
productive relationship with Critical Practice, rekindled on various occasions during the following 
years (conferences, summits, symposia, workshops, summer camps, etc.). In conclusion, because of 
Critical Practice's interventions into the project-related apparatuses, Parade instead of defaulting to 
a top-down cultural diplomacy, provided the impetus for opening a long-lasting, intercultural 
dialogue. For this reason, I identify Parade as an iteration of radical opportunism in action. 
 The difference between radical opportunism and subversive project art can be appropriately 
analysed by the example Disappearing41, one of the curatorial projects submitted, was realised in 
Warsaw in 2009. Disappearing responded critically to what the curatorial team identified as an 
attempt by Warsaw's Municipality to instrumentalise public art for the sake of bad urban policies. In 
response to the open call, which promised funding for the artistic promotion of a particular spot in 
Warsaw (i.e. the neglected riverbanks), our curatorial team commissioned the best Polish artists to 
conduct various performances and installations related to the notion of 'disappearing', with the aim 
of humorously ridiculing the explicit aims of the funders. Instead of promoting a location through 
                                                          
41 Evidence of practice attached in the form of a catalogue (Chmielewska, Kwaterko, et al. 2009), attached in 
Appendix 4 Disappearing, piece of evidence number one, file 4_DISAPPEARING_01_Users_Manual_Catalogue 
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artistic activities, we arranged a series of subtle interventions, 'invisible' to the uninformed eye. Even 
though the project attempted to subvert the agendas of opportunity providers, I do not consider 
Disappearing to be an iteration of radical opportunism. Because Disappearing was opportunity-
driven, our interests and attention expired just after project funding ended, when everyone involved 
had to look for new opportunities. In this sense, in contrast to Parade and Critical Practice, which 
sustains long-term cultural exchange by intervening in the project-related apparatuses, Disappearing 
did not challenge the structural implications of project art.  
 
Self-institutionalisation 
 
 I contend that project art is related to another form of project-related governance, to which I 
refer here as 'self-institutionalisation'. My analysis of self-institutionalisation aligns with Sowa's 
criticism of what he calls 'NGO-isation'. When Sowa discusses grant art, he identifies NGO-isation as a 
related mode of governance, as a result of which self-organised collectives institutionalise 
themselves as nongovernmental organisations.  I consider NGO-isation to be an example of a more 
general process of self-institutionalisation, the effect of which self-organised collectives become 
what I call here 'project institutions'. I adopt this term from Raunig, who together with Gene Ray 
write about 'project institutions' in the following manner:  
 The very idea of a "project institution" is glaringly contradictory. For if the concept of 
 "institution" implies a desire for long-term duration, continuity and security, the concept of 
 "project" by contrast implies limited duration and the negative effects, such as precarisation 
 and insecurity, associated with it (Raunig and Ray 2009b p.XVI).  
Raunig and Ray wrote their comments in the context of the European Institute for Progressive 
Cultural Policies42, in which they both actively participated at the time of writing. EiPCP is a Vienna-
based platform, established in 2002, which organised several research projects on cultural policies 
(some of them funded by the European Union), establishing a vast online repository and publishing 
numerous books on the theme, including the text quoted here. I interpret Raunig and Ray's text as a 
self-reflective insight into the mode of operation of their own 'project institution', in which they 
highlight the practical contradictions facing all self-institutionalised research collectives. Raunig 
further developed this basic analysis of 'project institutions' in his recent book Factories of 
Knowledge Industries of Creativity (2013).  By 'project institutions' Raunig means small enterprises 
and start-ups, which operate in the competitive environment of the creative industries, as much as 
                                                          
42 European Institute for Progressive Cultural Policies (http://www.eipcp.net/) 
84 
 
cultural NGOs and institutionalised artistic collectives. According to Raunig, 'project institutions' 
frequently turn into vehicles of exploitation, because they merge temporariness with institutional 
longevity, project-related enthusiasm with organisational discipline, the vocational involvement of 
producers with the consequential state of precarity (Raunig 2013a pp.101–106). In other words, the 
organisational form of 'project institutions' shapes the collective efforts at self-organisation in accord 
with the structural pressures of neoliberalism. 'Project institutions, instead of becoming collective 
buffers against precarity, rearticulate the opportunistic strategies (and related structural pressures) 
on an organisational level. 'Project institutions' constitute the main challenge for radical 
opportunism, as they hinder politicised attempts to constitute progressive organisational forms. 
 The process of NGO-isation (as a more particular form of self-institutionalisation) has far-
reaching scope and consequences, frequently criticised by researchers and practitioners commenting 
on contemporary forms of civic engagement. For example, Agnieszka Rymsza analyses the 
mechanisms that turned nongovernmental initiatives into quasi-governmental organisations and 
examines the transformation of civic associations from the USA and Poland (Rymsza 2005). The effect 
of this process is that nongovernmental organisations lose their autonomy, credibility and grass-root 
character, because they become dependent on the governmental agencies that regulate access to 
opportunities. According to Rymsza, the financial support of governmental agencies in the USA since 
the 1970s has become mediated by bureaucratised grant systems, which has imposed audit 
mechanisms on formerly informal initiatives, readjusting their priorities and transforming their 
organisational culture. As Rymsza suggests, similar processes are also currently underway in Poland, 
prompted additionally by the relative weakness of the social base of NGOs, lack of tradition for 
volunteering and the frailty of the culture of charity(Rymsza 2005 p.42).  
 There are numerous instances of this process in the context of the contemporary art 
network. For example, Brian Wallis analysed the transformation of American artist-run spaces in the 
1970s and 1980s into quasi-governmental organisations (Wallis 2002). He contends that the formerly 
alternative initiatives institutionalised themselves in order to access public support (Wallis 2002 
p.164). They were required to establish administrative structures and hierarchies that predominantly 
changed the way in which they had previously operated, gradually turning them into professionalised 
quasi-institutions.  Writing to a similar accord, but analysing different circumstances of post-war New 
Yugoslavia, Belgrade based Prelom Kollektiv discusses how the exposure to application procedures 
and grant systems transformed self-organised, critical initiatives into 'neoliberal institutions of 
culture', which are administered, controlled and depoliticised (Vesić and Grlja 2007). 
 All these authors suggest that NGO-isation (and more widely self-institutionalisation) 
influences the social form of self-organised initiatives in order to hamper their critical potential. The 
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mechanism of this process includes establishing professional 'project institutions', the survival of 
which depends on access to opportunities (and projects), regulated by grant systems. The context of 
neoliberalism is crucial to understanding the pervasive character of self-institutionalisation. The 
dominance of grant systems is a result of the neoliberal assault on social welfare, which diminishes 
other ways of supporting self-organised initiatives while imposing the general precarity. In 
consequence, the individual and collective sustenance becomes dependant on opportunities, the 
access to which is regulated by grant systems and other mechanisms of the apparatus. In order to 
access opportunities (for example by applying for funding), informal initiatives need to establish 
institutional structures, formalise and bureaucratise their operations. Even though every self-
institutionalised entity is required to maintain the organisational infrastructure necessary for 
absorption of grants (i.e. accounting, office, board, etc.), usually granted support only marginally 
covers the necessary operational costs. Consequently, self-institutionalised 'project institutions' start 
to rely on every possible source of opportunities, becoming even more exposed to the structural 
pressures of the apparatus. In other words, self-institutionalisation rearticulates structural pressures 
specific to opportunism in the organisational form of 'project institutions'.  
 
Section 3.2 'Neither a project nor an institution' 
  
 I establish the term 'neither a project nor an institution' as an 'ideal type' that enables the 
analysis of the organisational iterations of radical opportunism. The term refers to the tacit 
knowledge generated by the Free/Slow University of Warsaw through the collective resistance of the 
organisational pressures of project-making. In contrast to opportunity-driven project art or self-
institutionalised articulations of organisational opportunism, 'neither a project nor an institution' 
critically engages with the flow of opportunities, challenging the project-related forms of control. 
F/SUW refuses to self-institutionalise, legalise, formalise and administer itself as a cultural NGO or 
more generally, as a 'project institution'. However, in order to access the resources necessary to 
maintain its activities F/SUW critically pursues the opportunities provided by grant systems. Between 
2009 and 2014, F/SUW launched ten applications, of which five were successful. As a result of these 
applications F/SUW managed to secure a budget of approximately £122,000, which supported our 
research programmes and public events43. The decision to partake in the grant systems from the very 
onset was a matter of internal controversy, as some of our sympathisers were much more averse to 
                                                          
43 The summary of F/SUW's applications is provided in the spreadsheet, attached in  Appendix 1 Free/Slow 
University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number one, file 1_FSUW_01_Budget_2009_2014. 
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the idea than others. Eventually, the pragmatic argument prevailed and we decided to utilise the 
resources provided by the systems criticised in order to support F/SUW's critical mission. Ironically, 
one of the first commissions paid from project-related funding was the already quoted text of Janek 
Sowa, in which he fiercely criticised 'grant art' and NGO-isation of cultural production.  This friction 
between criticality and pragmatism resurfaced many times, prompting the evolution of both the 
organisational structures of F/SUW and its research programmes. In the following section, I analyse 
in detail the practical and theoretical ramifications of this contradiction.  
 As 'neither a project nor an institution' F/SUW attempts to merge some aspects of projects 
(flexibility, adaptability, support of mobility) with characteristics specific to institutions (stability, 
sustenance, collective organisation). In contrast to 'project institutions', 'neither a project nor an 
institution' is not a vehicle of opportunism that reinforces project-related modes of governance. On 
the contrary, 'neither a project nor an institution' attempts to sustain forms of progressive self-
organisation in an expanded field, providing radical opportunists with the means and structures to 
resist the structural pressures of neoliberalism. 
 The form of 'neither a project nor an institution' derives from F/SUW's structural symbiosis 
with the Bęc Zmiana Foundation of Warsaw. The specific status of this cooperation differentiates 
F/SUW from self-institutionalised 'project institutions'. F/SUW is neither a formalised institution nor 
a separated curatorial project. Instead, F/SUW sustains itself by entering into the organisational 
symbiosis with Bęc Zmiana. Whenever F/SUW attempts any new research programme, the idea is 
discussed with Bogna Świątkowska with a view to working on a jointly produced project with Bęc 
Zmiana. If the answer is positive, together with the team of Bęc Zmiana we write a project, write a 
budget and a timeline. If the funding application is successful, Bęc administers the grant, i.e. all the 
contracts and invoices are accounted and paid by the Foundation. Usually Bęc Zmiana subtracts a 
small portion of the grant (i.e. between 10-20%) in order to cover the costs of its involvement (i.e. its 
employees and offices). The budgets are managed cooperatively by F/SUW and Bęc Zmiana, based 
on mutual trust. In this way, the Foundation provides the infrastructure essential for administering 
grants, while freeing the F/SUW team from the necessity to maintain and administer the formal 
structures of a cultural NGO. 
 Due to the partnership with Bęc Zmiana, F/SUW manages to negotiate a degree of 
'independence' from project-related modes of governance. As the Free/Slow University does not 
maintain organisational structures, it is less dependent on the flow of opportunities. Consequently, 
F/SUW is less exposed to the control mechanisms characteristic of project art, as it does not need to 
pursue opportunities at all cost. However, such 'independence' is highly contingent and operates 
only on a tactical level. F/SUW's operations depend on the fragile relationship with Bęc Zmiana and 
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the interpersonal dynamics of the supporters of the collective. Bęc Zmiana in itself is exposed to the 
structural pressures of grant systems and needs to cope with the effects of organisational precarity. 
Similarly, the team of F/SUW has to deal with the systemic volatility of post-Fordism, struggling 
against the structural tendencies that thwart attempts at self-organisation. The resulting 
organisational structure involves maintenance through continuous effort and is extremely fragile, 
verging on the brink of dissolution. 
 
Mock institutions 
 
 The specific organisational form of 'neither a project nor an institution' differentiates F/SUW 
from both traditional institutions and curatorial projects, linking the Free/Slow University of Warsaw 
with a plethora of organisational experiments,  defined by Gregory Sholette as 'mock institutions' 
(Sholette 2011 p.13). Mock institutions, according to Sholette, are informal, self-organised, 
frequently artist-led initiatives mimicking and mocking the operations of official institutions (Sholette 
2011 pp.152–153). According to Sholette mock institutions 'fill a gap left by a missing social reality' 
and 'reinvent sustainable democratic forms' (Sholette 2011 p.13). To maintain their operations, they 
recycle what is left from crumbling welfare systems, ruined by neoliberalism. They have a specific 
organisational culture, about which Sholette writes in the following manner:  
 a new form of progressive institution building is (...) superimposing two different states of 
 being in the world—one deeply suspicious of institutional authority (...) and therefore 
 informally organized, and one mimicking(...) the actual function of institutions (Sholette 
 2011 p.13) 
F/SUW as 'neither a project nor an institution' shares with other mock institutions several 
characteristics. F/SUW tries to fill in the gaps left by official institutions, by providing a platform for 
critical research on contemporary cultural production. F/SUW refers indirectly to the tradition of 
oppositional education in Poland, following the example of Flying Universities, which were organised 
under the communist regime, despite the official ban on such activities (Compare: Kowalik 2009). 
F/SUW mocks official institutions by calling itself a university, even though it clearly is not a typical 
academic institution. Free/Slow University does not own any buildings, offices or classrooms, it does 
not employ lecturers, it does not enlist students, it does not have any curriculum, it does not 
organise exams and does not grant official degrees. Instead, F/SUW serves as a nomadic platform for 
collective reflection on matters of existential importance to cultural producers. It facilitates 
discursive exchanges and intense research on the issues, which are frequently omitted by the 
educational sector in Poland. For example, during the 2009 edition of F/SUW, we criticised neoliberal 
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reforms of culture, exchanged knowledge on the methods of self-organisation, and discussed ways of 
dealing with the precarity of cultural producers. All of these topics remain marginal in the 
curriculums of official art academies. 
 F/SUW, just as many other mock institutions, is critical of neoliberalism, devoted to 
democratic and egalitarian values. On the other hand, F/SUW's attachment to basic democratic 
principles is not dogmatic, and is filtered by pragmatic considerations related to utilising 
opportunities. Similar to other mock institutions, F/SUW's organisational structures result from 
tactical concerns, which results in a kind of institutional incoherency. When Gregory Sholette 
describes the results of his survey of 67 mock institutions from around the globe (mostly from USA 
and Western Europe) he underlines that mock institutions adopt a variety of institutional formats: 
  sometimes borrowing aspects of traditional not-for-profit organizations, at other times 
 looking more like temporary commercial structures, and still other times appearing as a semi-
 nomadic band or tribe stumbling across a battered social landscape (Sholette 2011 p.13)  
Consequently, the social architecture of mock-institutions is 'discontinuous and contradictory' 
(Sholette 2011 p.13), a description that perfectly matches the organisational paradoxes embraced by 
F/SUW in its form of 'neither a project nor an institution'. 
 The closeness of F/SUW to other mock institutions motivated me initially to classify F/SUW as 
an example of mock institutionalism. However, in the progress of research, I began to dissect more 
thoroughly the specific relationship of F/SUW to the apparatus of project-making, which prompted 
my search for a more precise term to denote F/SUW’s organisational experiments. Consequently, 
instead of interpreting F/SUW in the general terms of mock institutionalism, I decided to introduce a 
new 'ideal type' of 'neither a project nor an institution'.  This term supports my analysis of the 
politicised responses to the structural pressures of project-making and the related arguments. 
Sholette establishes the term 'mock institution' for other purposes, he is interested in how artistic 
collectives respond to the crisis of public institutions caused by neoliberalism, describing 
contemporary forms of artistic self-organisation. In this sense, the difference between the terms 
'mock institution' and 'neither a project nor an institution' is of a conceptual nature. It does not 
derive from the fundamental divergences between F/SUW and other attempts at collective self-
organisation, but rather from the differing interests of researchers. If I analysed F/SUW by using 
Sholette’s term, I would focus on how F/SUW 'mocks' and 'mimics' the functions and forms of a 
regular university. Correspondingly, if I analysed Critical Art Ensemble or Temporary Services 
(collectives analysed by Sholette in his book) as 'neither projects nor institutions', I would emphasise 
their tactical responses to the project-related modes of production. Whereas, I address the 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw as 'neither a project nor an institution' in order to analyse F/SUW's 
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attempts to defy modes of governance characteristic of 'project institutions' and negotiate the 
fundamental ambivalence of project-related modes of production. 
 
The Free/Slow University of Warsaw and instituent practice 
 
 Since F/SUW as 'neither a project nor an institution' instigates progressive forms of project-
related organisation, it is another example of curatorial practice that defies Gielen's unconditional 
criticism of project-making. On the other hand, 'neither a project nor an institution' as both a 
conceptual and practical proposition, enters into a critical debate with such stances as represented 
by Sowa, who criticises grant systems (and more generally project-related production) from 
politically progressive positions. Sowa positively refers to what he calls Sector Pi, a reservoir of 
informal social cooperation, direct democracy and unmediated self-organisation (Sowa 2009). 
According to Sowa, initiatives of Sector Pi either compromise themselves by participating in the 
corrupted grant systems or retain their autonomy and untainted independency. As indicated in the 
Section Control, I share Sowa's criticism of self-institutionalisation and the negative impact of grant 
systems. In contrast to him, I contend that 'neither a project nor an institution' can selectively utilise 
opportunities necessary for its sustenance (for example by applying for grants), while not 
surrendering to the project-related modes of control. As a radical opportunist, I argue that 
'independency' of such curatorial initiatives as F/SUW is neither entirely compromised nor just 
autonomous. Instead, it involves a continuous process of balancing between the structural pressures 
of the apparatus and politicised attempts at collective self-organisation.   
 F/SUW as 'neither a project nor an institution' neither idealises itself as being located outside 
of power relations, nor is it complicit in project-related modes of governance. In this way, radical 
pragmatism is similar to non-dialectical resistance (previously discussed in Section 1.2), conceived by 
Gerald Raunig (in reference to Virno) as an act of productive exodus that prompts what Raunig 
describes as 'instituent practices' (Raunig 2009a; Raunig 2009b). Raunig, writing together with Gene 
Ray, proposes that the instituent practice merges withdrawal with modes of instituting, as 'exodus is 
not a naive exit "out of every kind of institution", but refers rather to the deliberations and 
actualizations of "institutions of exodus"' (Raunig and Ray 2009b p.XVI). Raunig and Ray contend that 
instituent practices 'mark the site of a productive tension between a new articulation of critique and 
the attempt to arrive at a notion of "instituting" after traditional understandings of institutions have 
begun to break down and mutate' (Raunig and Ray 2009b p.XVII).  
 There are several similarities between the organisational models proposed by Raunig and the 
programme of radical opportunism. Both models (of instituent practice and 'neither a project nor an 
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institution') propose to link acts of defiance with politicised forms of self-organisation. Both dissent 
from the structural pressure to self-institutionalise, due to their reliance on informal cooperation, 
lack of legalised structures, and mistrust of established institutional forms.  
 Yet, F/SUW diverges from instituent practices, because it more directly engages with project-
related modes of production, the specific context of which informs a differing approach to the 
organisational processes. The instability imposed by the flow of interchangeable opportunities 
necessitates for F/SUW the emergence of a fragile yet existing form of organisational stability. In 
contrast, as Raunig proclaims, instituent practices 'flee from institutionalization and structuralization' 
(Raunig 2009a p.17). According to Raunig and Ray, instituent practices thwart the logic of 
institutionalisation, because they 'invent new forms of instituting and continuously link these 
instituting events' (Raunig and Ray 2009b p.XVII). In other words, instituent practices constantly 
transform their own institutional forms, in line with the decisions and aspirations of the people 
involved. If F/SUW shifted from one instituent moment to another in this way, it would not differ 
much from the organisational forms imposed by the apparatus. Every project starts anew, with 
shifting teams of project-makers, who after the end of a project have to look for new opportunities. 
The main curatorial challenge for F/SUW is to nurture the free/slow collective over time and 
maintain interpersonal relations despite the structurally imposed instability of project-making.  
 The process of constant renegotiation, suggested by the notion of instituent practice, might 
seem attractive from a philosophical perspective, but can prove disruptive in practice. The internal 
conflicts, which frequently accompany any process of renegotiating power structures, are only more 
frequent and potentially damaging in the volatile environment of project-making. Due to the 
interruptions inherent to project-making, it is much easier to dissolve project teams (and establish 
entirely new ones) than to maintain collective ties over time.  In F/SUW’s short history there have 
been four or five situations when it has verged on the brink of dissolution, due to the conflicts 
between its members. Rather typically for such collectives, the reasons for these conflicts related to 
the allocation of money, credits, workload and responsibilities. The magnitude of these conflicts was 
accelerated by the structural volatility of project-making. As the members of F/SUW are mobile, 
overcommitted in other projects and geographically dispersed, frequently there is no possibility to 
meet personally and ease tensions.  In this context, there is a need to minimise the number of 
occasions during which conflicts might erupt by enacting a kind of informal yet stable structure. 
   
 F/SUW's approach to the problem of instability is informed by radical pragmatism, merging 
the anti-authoritarian thrust of instituent practices with a critical approach towards systemic 
volatility. On the one hand, F/SUW's structure changes in accord with the demands of particular 
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projects. FSUW facilitates cooperation with larger groups of cultural producers, artists and 
theoreticians, who are invited to shape its programme over consecutive projects. Just to name a few 
of the collaborators: Kasia Chmielewska, Joanna Figiel, Mikołaj Iwański, Agnieszka Kurant, Ewa 
Majewska, Krystian Szadkowski, Anna Zawadzka, Tomasz Żuk, Mirosław Filiciak. The character of 
their involvement changes from iteration to iteration, in one project they might serve as members of 
the curatorial team, in another asked to participate as advisors, in yet another as editors of F/SUW's 
publications, lecturers, leaders of seminars, or authors. On the other hand, in contrast to instituent 
practices, F/SUW does not facilitate the constant renegotiation of its internal structures. The core 
collective of F/SUW has remained almost unchanged over the last five years. The informal board of 
F/SUW consists of Bogna Świątkowska and Szymon Żydek from Bęc Zmiana, plus Janek Sowa, Michał 
Kozłowski and Kuba Szreder. Since F/SUW's inception in 2009, I have remained its main curator, 
claiming responsibility for the general direction of F/SUW's curatorial programme, however, 
decisions are taken collectively. As Bęc Zmiana's management controls administrative structures and 
is responsible for contractual agreements, they retain the right to make the final decision regarding 
the budgets or time schedules of funded projects. Other members of the informal board usually 
provide programmatic ideas for the particular iterations of F/SUW and are able to instigate or block 
certain projects. The core team constitutes F/SUW's repository of knowledge, publishes outcomes of 
F/SUW's investigations and represent F/SUW to the outside world. Correspondingly, all members of 
the core team make decisions about the programmatic direction of F/SUW, taken as a result of 
sometimes quite protracted and demanding negotiations. However, these discussions are focused on 
the programmatic concerns and not on the constant renegotiation of institutional structures.  
 The basic predicaments of radical opportunism inform also F/SUW's approach to internal 
hierarchies. Even though Free/Slow University is informed by the belief in collective self-organisation, 
it acknowledges its own internal hierarchies, while trying to make them balanced and negotiable. 
Hierarchies derive mainly from the longevity of an individual's relationship with F/SUW and the 
responsibility taken for maintenance of its structures. Not everybody has the same prerogatives to 
participate in decision-making. The main division exists between the core team and our partners, 
who participate only in particular projects. As the core team maintains F/SUW over longer periods, it 
influences its strategic direction. Project partners can shape only particular aspects of F/SUW's 
activities, in which they are personally involved. If somebody takes responsibility for organising a 
project from its initial phases, s/he will partake in making decisions about its curatorial form. If 
somebody only organises a workshop or a discussion, s/he will decide about the shape of this 
particular activity. In other words, power in F/SUW is gradually distributed, and not everyone can 
influence everything.  
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 In this respect, F/SUW differs from the groups more programmatically devoted to the notions 
of direct democracy, such as Critical Practice (CP), which insists on horizontality and lack of power 
structures. CP calls itself an 'open organisation', with flexible and open membership. As Critical 
Practice writes on its wiki:  
 Governance emerges whenever there is a deliberate organisation of interactions between 
 people, we are striving to be an 'open' organization, and to make all decisions, processes and 
 production, accessible and transparent (Critical Practice 2014).  
Decisions are taken in a directly democratic manner during transparently announced meetings, in 
which everybody can participate and make decisions regardless of the character of his/her previous 
involvement in CP, or even lack thereof. Such rules function properly in a relatively small research 
cluster such as CP, as its organisational record proves. In contrast to F/SUW, however, CP only rarely 
operates with bigger budgets and depends mainly on volunteer engagement of its members.  I would 
argue that the relative rigidity of F/SUW's structures has evolved in response to our interactions with 
project-related modes of production, resulting from the pragmatic decision to utilise opportunities 
mediated by grant systems. Because F/SUW applies for and organises relatively complex projects, we 
need to regularly negotiate division of labour and distribution of resources. Somebody, who devoted 
his/her free labour to prepare a project needs to be assured that s/he will be reimbursed if a grant is 
awarded, especially that the process of preparations might take up to two years. The volatility of this 
situation is magnified by its informality. Everything is negotiated in the relatively informal 
environment, i.e. nobody in F/SUW prepares contracts three years in advance, but only when grants 
are awarded and budgets are formalised. In such a situation, the stakes of potential power struggles 
are higher and possible misuses of the systems of governance (incl. radically democratic ones) more 
damaging. On the one hand, F/SUW needs to avoid the abuses related to power hierarchies, as a 
result of which the members of the core team would acquire a disproportionate share of resources 
due to their influence.  On the other, F/SUW needs to prevent potential freeloading and assure that 
distribution of resources fairly relate to the workload. In the attempt to negotiate these risks, F/SUW 
establishes structures that favour long-time commitment with a collective, but are contestable and 
prone to change, as they depend on the level of engagement and not on formal assignments. For 
example, Szymon Żydek, who entered F/SUW as an assistant in 2010, in 2013 and 2014 served as one 
of the administrative directors of F/SUW's most recent research programme. 
 
'Neither a project nor an institution' and 'monster institutions' 
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 Before moving to the next section, it is important to underline that F/SUW, similar to other 
forms of radical opportunism, is a politicised rather than political form of organisation. In contrast to 
such initiatives as Universidad Nomada, a radical educational collective from Barcelona, F/SUW does 
not define itself in relation to any political movements. Universidad Nomada presents itself as a 
'monster institution', defined by its relationship to radical political movements: 
 Institutions are monstrous, because they initially appear to be pre-political or simply non-
 political in form, but their acceleration and accumulation (...) must generate a density and a 
 series of possibilities for intellectual creativity and collective political action that will 
 contribute to inventing another politics (Cedillo 2009 p.244) 
The institutional process of monster institutions is driven by an explicit political agenda, their aim is 
to reinvent politics and induce overall social change. Raunig states that such institutions enter into  
'direct and indirect concatenation with political practices and social movements' (Raunig 2009a p.11), 
reaching beyond the narrow limitations of the art field. I prefer to interpret F/SUW as ‘neither a 
project nor an institution’ rather than ‘monster institution’ for three main reasons. The first one is 
that F/SUW, in contrast to Universidad Nomada, does not define itself through its relationship with 
political movements. F/SUW is explicitly critical of neoliberalism and cooperates with the groups of 
art activists who challenge neoliberal revamping of cultural policies in Poland and abroad. For 
example, during the artists’ strike organised in Poland in 2012 or the protests against 
neoliberalisation of Polish cultural policies in 2009, F/SUW mobilised its critical discourse to raise the 
consciousness of project-makers and to advocate a vehement anti-neoliberal stance. However, even 
in such situations, F/SUW operates like a mock think tank, rather than an activist group, participating 
in political actions from a more distant position. 
 The second one is the tactical character of F/SUW. I do not claim here that F/SUW's 
organisational process, though clearly motivated by politicised concerns, will reinvent politics or 
result in a massive political change. In contrast, Universidad Nomada is driven by the belief that their 
organisational process will 'contribute to inventing other politics.'  
 The third one relates to the focus of this thesis. As already indicated in the Introduction and 
Chapter 1, this thesis does not focus on the involvement of curators in regular politics. Instead, this 
argument dissects how F/SUW implements its anti-neoliberal programme by intervening in the 
productive cycles of project-making, defined as the loci for politicised curatorial practice.  
 However, I would not claim that notions of monster institutions and radical opportunism are 
mutually exclusive, they rather emphasise different aspects of critical organisational practice. 
Monster institutions constitute their organisational identities in direct engagement with social 
movements, trying to overthrow neoliberal hegemony by partaking in collective political actions. 
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Radical opportunism unfolds as a politicised response to the fundamental ambivalence of the 
apparatus, challenging the pressures of neoliberalism inside the limited confines of curatorial 
projects.  
 
Section 3.3 Scarcity  
 
 The Free/Slow University of Warsaw, just like any other self-organised collective, has to cope 
with the negative economic impact of neoliberalism.  Neoliberalism demotes welfare structures 
while implementing competitive and unequal systems of distributing resources, which impose 
scarcity on the majority of the population, while rewarding the tiny minority with a much bigger 
share of social wealth. When I discuss scarcity, I refer to the lack of the means of sustenance, 
shortage of opportunities (for employment and making projects), deficits of free time (related to 
overwork), and crumbling institutional infrastructure. As I have already indicated in Section 3.2 
Control, such scarcity reinforces modes of project-related control and stipulates organisational 
opportunism. In this sense, the effects of scarcity on collective self-organisation are comparable to 
how personal precarity magnifies the effects of short-termism on individuals.  
 'Neither projects nor institutions' have to find ways of maintaining their operations in harsh 
economic conditions of neoliberalism while challenging the structural pressures of the apparatus. In 
accord with the basic premise of radical opportunism, F/SUW combines utilisation of opportunities 
with other support systems, such as volunteer provisions. I contend that both dependency on the 
flow of opportunities and reliance on self-support are disadvantageous for the project-makers 
involved on a collective and individual level. Dependency on the flow of opportunities only magnifies 
the structural pressures of project-making (i.e. of precarity, short-termism and project-related 
control). On the other hand, reliance on voluntary provisions can lead to self-exploitation. In 
response to this opposition, F/SUW balances its own internal economies by combining different 
support systems to minimise their inherent drawbacks.  
 Both economic support and economic disadvantage cannot be understood in the context of 
project-making solely in monetary terms, as the diverse economy of project-making involves a range 
of resources and forms of involvement.  The term ‘diverse economy’ was established by the feminist 
economists J.K. Gibson-Graham (a pair if authors operating under this pen name) in order to criticise 
and deconstruct monetised and capitalocentric notions of the economy 'in which capitalist economic 
activity is taken as the model for all economic activity' (Gibson-Graham 2006 p.56). In introducing 
their term, Gibson-Graham emphasise the open-ended and complex nature of an economy, which 
cannot just be conflated with the capitalistic circuits of capital accumulation, wage labour, monetary 
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investment, profit making and extraction of rent. The diverse economy denotes 'the economic 
landscape (...) populated by a myriad of contingent forms and interactions' (Gibson-Graham 2006 
p.54), which encompasses both monetary and non-monetary, capitalistic and non-capitalistic, waged 
and non-waged, mainstream and alternative modes of transactions, types of labour and forms of 
resources.  
 I apply the economic deconstructivism of Gibson-Graham to the apparatus of project-making 
as one of the 'instruments of objectification', because their theory is well-suited to the dissection of 
the complexities of project-making, which coalesces a variety of resources, modes of transactions 
and types of labour. Financial inputs constitute only a fraction of such a diverse economy, equally 
important is human time, emotional engagement, artistic ideas, social connections, infrastructure or 
in-kind provisions. Consequently, both individuals and collectives utilise a variety of monetary and 
non-monetary support systems to realise their projects and sustain themselves. For example, even a 
well funded project like the KNOT, sustained itself only because of nonfinancial and informal 
economies. The project was able to thrive, only because participating curators, artists and assistants 
had committed their unpaid emotional involvement and their own free time into its realisation. We 
hosted each other in private apartments; spent time together discussing and exchanging ideas; 
established friendly relations with other participants and engaged informally with the KNOT's public. 
All of these activities happened outside of a defined job curriculum. Moreover, the informal and 
emotive character of the vast majority of these tasks prevent them from being contractually codified. 
Their execution depends solely on the wilful engagement of participating individuals. 
 However, some of the diverse economies prompted by project-making are exploitative, 
unequal and unsustainable. These forms of economic disadvantage can be reproduced by networked 
enterprises, 'project institutions' or self-organised collectives, regardless of their political stance 
towards capitalism. In relation to a generally diverse economy, Graham-Gibson emphasise from the 
feminist perspective that:  
 on both sides of the market/non-market, paid/unpaid, capitalist/non-capitalist divides there 
 are opportunities for economically exploitative and emotionally oppressive conditions as well 
 as fair and emotionally creative ones (Gibson-Graham and Cameron 2003 p.156) 
 Graham-Gibson refer to feminine housework or child care as examples of such 'economically 
exploitative' and yet non-market, unpaid and non-capitalist forms of activity. Similarly, I acknowledge 
that 'independent' curatorial projects or any other autonomous initiatives, despite their non-
commercial nature and progressive politics, might involve unsustainable (self-)exploitation of unpaid 
or underpaid labour.  
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 Radical opportunism, when balancing the internal economies of 'neither a project nor an 
institution' tries to establish egalitarian forms of sharing resources and coalescing different inputs in 
order to sustain politicised forms of project-related self-organisation. Such a balanced economy 
challenges the economic pressures imposed by neoliberalism, while countering the tendencies of 
autonomous groups for self-exploitation.  In order to create fair and supportive conditions for the 
project-makers involved, the Free/Slow University critically engages with the flow of opportunities, 
even if they are provided and regulated by grant systems. On the other hand, F/SUW distances itself 
from the structural imposition of organisational opportunism by mobilising volunteer engagement of 
its members and sympathisers.  
 The voluntary engagement of F/SUW's core team and sympathisers enables F/SUW to shelter 
itself from the structural pressures of the apparatus and expand its organisational autonomy. The 
unpaid labour of its core members sustains F/SUW's activities between projects and maintains its 
organisational structure, consequently enabling F/SUW to avoid self-institutionalisation. F/SUW's 
team voluntarily conduct research, prepare new projects and assimilate the results of completed 
ones, constituting the basis for free/slowness. Some of this non-monetised but socially necessary 
labour has an emotional character. Friendship, conviviality and care maintain interpersonal 
relationships, the importance of which for F/SUW's persistence over time was underlined in the 
previous section (3.2). These pools of free labour are matched by in-kind subsidies, such as providing 
free spaces or equipment. This kind of support reinforces F/SUW's agency by constituting a buffer 
against project art, enabling F/SUW to organise its activities autonomously from the flow of 
opportunities as mediated by grant systems. For example, the already mentioned Summer Camp 
(2011) was initially planned as part of a failed F/SUW application. Responding to the rejection of 
funding, F/SUW's team pursued the idea anyway, relying on our own infrastructure, voluntary 
labour, and resources.  We managed to realise our plans only because we were able to mobilise the 
informal economic support systems of F/SUW.44 
 In sourcing such voluntary provisions, F/SUW does not differ from other self-organised 
collectives, informal initiatives or mock institutions. Janek Sowa, while discussing Sector Pi, provides 
an example of Goldex Poldex from Kraków, an informal artistic cooperative which was run entirely on 
the financial provisions and voluntary engagement of its members (Sowa 2009). Similarly, Critical 
Practice only very rarely covers the costs of labour of its cultural producers involved, depending on 
their voluntary involvement to initiate and conclude its programmes.  Jakob Jakobsen, from 
                                                          
44 Evidence of practice attached in Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number nine, 
file 1_FSUW_09_Summer_Camp 
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Copehagen Free University45, explains in detail how the economics of such self-organised platforms 
function:  
 The university was run within our household economy. So we didn’t apply for any project 
 funds. But, on the other hand, we didn’t pay anyone, so it was no cost activity. Anyone who 
 participated did it out of their free will and desire. The booklets we did as print on demand. 
 So it was a minimal economy or no economy at all. Of course, we had to earn money in other 
 ways, but we had to pay the rent anyway. (Jakobsen and Pyzik 2009 p.1) 
The decision to rely on voluntary provisions are partially pragmatic, motivated by the lack of available 
resources (as it was in the case of Summer Camp). Sometimes they are based on a politicised belief in 
the intrinsic value of organisational openness, as it is in the case of Critical Practice. Frequently, the 
decision to rely on voluntary provisions is motivated by political convictions, often of anarchist 
provenance. Copenhagen Free University or Goldex Poldex explicitly decided not to become involved 
with systems of cultural funding, as they wanted to avoid the dependency on state redistribution and 
resist neoliberal cultural policies. 
 However, the main problem with such reliance on voluntary contributions is related to the 
systemic exploitation of free labour in the art sector46. According to Hans Abbing, the refusal to 
reimburse artists and other cultural producers is a popular strategy among both official art 
institutions and informal arts organisations (such as artist run spaces, independent galleries or 
smaller arts institutions) (Abbing 2011 pp.338–340). Abbing argues that such practices reproduce 
what he calls provocatively 'exploitation of poor artists', beneficial solely to a small art establishment. 
As he argues, self-organised initiatives reproduce the structural causes of poverty, even if they do not 
benefit from them directly. According to Abbing, such complicity with exploitation is not excusable by 
the ethos of self-organisation or belief in independence.  
 I locate myself somewhere in the middle between these two responses to the persistent 
problem of unpaid labour. On the one hand, I am not as vehement as Abbing in the criticism of 
unpaid labour in the arts. He does not make a distinction between the art establishment, which 
utilises the unpaid labour of artists in order to reproduce its own privilege, and politicised 
organisations, which rely on voluntary labour in order to uncover and criticise exploitation in the art 
sector (and it would be unrealistic to expect that such activities would be fully funded or 
                                                          
45 Copehagen Free University (http://www.copenhagenfreeuniversity.dk) 
46 The problem addressed by several activist groups, such as Citizens' Forum for Contemporary Art from Poland, 
Precarious Workers Brigade from the UK or WAGE from USA - links in the bibliography. 
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commercially viable)47. Furthermore, it is questionable whether self-organised groups directly benefit 
from such exploitation. Frequently, people who self-organise are as un- or under-paid as those who 
participate in them. In the case of such self-organised collectives, it would be more appropriate to 
understand exploitation as self-exploitation48. For example, when F/SUW organises any project, all of 
the people are (under)paid equally. In fact, it frequently happens that the participants in our projects 
are provided with better conditions than we are able to offer ourselves, especially if we compare 
wages with the amount of expected workload. Members of F/SUW agree for such conditions, 
because we subscribe to the mission of the collective, being ready to support it with our voluntary 
engagement. 
 On the other hand, I consider unpaid labour to be a serious problem, which has to be 
acknowledged and with which every group, regardless of its political provenance, has to confront 
itself. In this respect, I agree with Angela McRobbie's critique of the overreliance, of what she calls 
'radical social enterprises', on free labour. McRobbie insists that even though radical social 
enterprises seem to be an appropriate answer to the structural pressures of neoliberal cultural 
policies, their efforts need to be underpinned by a 'stronger critique of the limits of self-reliance and 
its obvious psycho-pathologies in the creative and social sectors'  (McRobbie 2011 p.33). Otherwise, 
such radical enterprises risk reproducing structural conditions, such as the general tendency for 
economic exploitation, from which they programmatically dissent.  
 Following similar precepts since its inception, F/SUW has adopted a general principle to cover 
the costs of the labour involved, as much as a given situation allows.  The application of this rule still 
depends on circumstances, as in some exceptional cases, such as Summer Camp, F/SUW does not 
cover the costs of labour involved. But on a regular basis F/SUW attempts to instigate a balanced 
economy, by actively utilising opportunities, which enable us to pay honoraries. The money provided 
by grant systems enable F/SUW to at least partially reimburse the labour of the project-makers 
involved, provide them with an additional source of revenue and ease the pressures of general 
scarcity. Because the Free/Slow University of Warsaw critically engages with available opportunities, 
it is possibly less radical than autonomous organisations of Sector Pi or anarchists collectives. On the 
other hand, F/SUW pragmatically recognises the 'limits of self-reliance', providing the project-makers 
involved with opportunities of collective self-sustenance.  For many of F/SUW members, balancing 
the economy of 'neither a project nor an institution' is an existential necessity. As precarious project-
                                                          
47 As it is in the case of Precarious Workers Brigade or F/SUW 
48 The mechanisms of self-exploitation are similar to self-precarisation (see Section 2.3 Precarity). Self-
exploiting project-makers are willing to work without reimbursement, because they are vocationally engaged in 
their projects. 
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makers, they would not be able to participate in such activities as research projects facilitated by 
F/SUW if the costs of self-reproduction were not covered. In such a situation, the team of F/SUW 
would disperse, as the project-makers involved would need to pursue other jobs and look for 
opportunities for employment. On the other hand, the capacity of F/SUW to maintain itself by 
sourcing opportunities is contingent on securing grants in the highly competitive system. In order to 
reimburse the labour of the project-makers involved, F/SUW competes with other groups and 
individuals for access to resources and opportunities. In this way, F/SUW becomes exposed to the 
competitive pressure of the apparatus, the consequences of and responses to which will be 
discussed in the following Chapter. 
 
Conclusion of Chapter 3 
  
 As with the other pressures of the apparatus, project-related modes of governance are 
embedded in the fundamental ambivalence of project-making. Project-related modes of control do 
not discipline or punish, they rather persuade, become internalised, create incentives to conform to 
the regimes of project-making. I isolate two modes of governance that are the most significant in 
'independent' curating. Project art is art dictated by the availability of opportunities, complicit with 
the structural pressures of the apparatus and agendas of the providers of opportunity. As a result of 
self-institutionalisation (NGO-isation) informal initiatives become 'project institutions' that 
rearticulate opportunistic tendencies on an organisational level. 
 Responding to these structural pressures, the Free/Slow University of Warsaw establishes 
itself as 'neither a project nor an institution', which utilises opportunities provided by the apparatus, 
but refuses to opportunistically self-institutionalise as a 'project institution'. As an organisational 
model 'neither project nor an institution' is similar to many other mock institutions. It is tactical, 
organisationally incoherent and radically pragmatic. The specific features of F/SUW result from its 
critical engagement with the apparatus of project-making. Even though F/SUW adopts certain 
premises of the anti-authoritarian programme of 'instituent practices' and 'institutions of exodus', it 
differs from them, because it stabilises its informal structures in order to shelter itself from the 
volatility of project-making. F/SUW differentiates itself from directly democratic open organisations, 
because it instigates power hierarchies, implemented as a result of its interaction with the flow of 
opportunities mediated by grant systems. Lastly, in contrast to 'monster institutions', F/SUW does 
not engage directly in political movements, instead it instigates politicised forms of self-organisation. 
 F/SUW attempts to establish a platform for collective self-sustenance in the expanded field, 
while operating in the structural context determined by the economic pressures of neoliberalism. In 
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order to avoid exploitation of voluntary labour, endemic in the cultural sector, F/SUW tries to 
balance its own diverse economy. Also in this respect, F/SUW adopts a pragmatic rather than 
ideological stance. F/SUW elicits voluntary labour to counter the pressures of grant systems, while 
utilising grants to cover the cost of labour involved. These kinds of balancing acts provide only partial 
and imperfect solutions to systemic problems and are contingent on structural arrangements, fragile 
partnerships and interpersonal dynamics.  
 In this Chapter, I discussed mainly how F/SUW attempts to balance the internal economy of 
'neither a project nor an institution'. In the following Chapter, I will analyse how such politicised 
initiatives function in wider networks, discussing radically pragmatic responses to the competitive 
pressures of project-making.  
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Chapter 4 
Towards interdependent curating 
 
 In this Chapter, I will identify competition as one of the constitutive challenges of politicised 
curating. Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 focused on how the apparatus formats the activities of individual 
project-makers and their collectives. This Chapter will discuss how the apparatus shapes the systems 
of relationships linking them by imposing on project-makers a necessity to compete for reputations 
and opportunities. 
 Section 4.1 will discuss the competitive pressures of project-making as directly linked with 
cynical opportunism. I will argue that competition is harmful for the majority of project-makers. I will 
discuss how the apparatus atomises 'independent' producers as egoistical individualists, eradicating 
the basis for communal solidarity.  
 In the second Section, I will argue that in order to resist competitive pressures, radical 
opportunism needs to recognise and foster the cooperative ties of the practitioners involved. The 
Section will discuss curatorial tactics that promote social solidarity and collaboration. 
 Finally, I will identify exclusion as the ultimate limit of radical opportunism, in effect of which 
those who do not win in reputational competition are marginalised. I will argue that in order to 
prevent exclusion, radical opportunists need to foster and sustain networks of mutual support linking 
politicised project-makers. In this context, I will reiterate the question of the relationship between 
radical opportunism and collective politics.  
 
Section 4.1 Competition 
  
 Competitive pressure is one of the fundamental challenges for a politicised curatorial 
practice for several reasons.  Firstly, competition harms the majority of project-makers in the long 
term. Secondly, competitive pressure atomises and depoliticises project-makers by encouraging the 
opportunistic pursuits of self-interest over the collective resistance. Thirdly, the competitive systems 
of project-making are related to the exploitation of particular types of labour and groups of 
practitioners. 
 Competition is an intrinsic feature of the apparatus, strategically embedded in the 
fundamental precepts of neoliberalism, inherently linked with the negative aspects of post-Fordism, 
such as opportunism, cynicism and fear.  Project-makers, in order to access the flow of opportunities, 
need to take individual risks, rationally plan their activities and invest in future projects. As an 
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'independent' curator I am required to compete for opportunities, projects, grants and temporary 
positions. In a typical grant competition, in which Free/Slow University partakes, there are five to 
fifteen applicants for every project granted. When I apply for any stipend or a residency, the odds are 
similar. When I apply for employment at an artistic or academic institution, there is usually over a 
hundred candidates for one position. Some of the more prestigious opportunities, such as curating 
exhibitions at larger institutions or biennials, are not even publically announced, but are rather 
granted as a result of more discreet, yet even more competitive, processes of selection. In such 
situations, one needs to carefully strategise his/her activities in order to constitute an attractive 
portfolio, which would strengthen one's chances for securing opportunities. A project-maker needs 
to invest in his/her reputation, social connections and professional capacities, planning carefully in 
which projects, with whom and where to engage. Hence, the competitive pressures of the apparatus 
turn project-makers into entrepreneurial individualists, who compete with each other for personal 
gain. Boltanski and Chiapello observe how in the context of the tectonic shifts of labour markets in 
the 1990s artists adopted a peculiar model of 'mini-firms'. They describe this social process by 
referring to the research of Pierre-Michele Menger (Menger 1999) on creative industries in France:  
 (...) artists respond to a very changeable and uncertain professional world by spreading the 
 risks and equipping themselves with "portfolios of activities and resources containing 
 different risks", which confers on "the individual organization of artistic work certain 
 properties of a  mini-firm". For them, irregular work represents the most widespread form of 
 employment, with a succession of short periods in work and more or less prolonged periods 
 out of work. A career consists not in filling "vacancies", but in engaging in a multitude of 
 often very heterogeneous projects (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.312) 
This shift from cultural producer to an entrepreneur is currently so common that neoliberal 
ideologues frequently present artists as role models of entrepreneurialism in a flexible labour 
market, just as described by Raunig in the context of industries of creativity (Raunig 2013a p.105). 
 The model of 'mini-firm' is not ideologically neutral, and the consequences of its adoption are 
profound with regard to the project-makers involved, who become personally invested in the 
entrepreneurial competition. To depict how these processes unfold, I refer to Foucault's study of 
neoliberal hegemony. To underline the profound effects of neoliberalism on contemporary modes of 
subjectivation, Foucault constituted a concept of 'entrepreneur of himself', applied here to analyse 
project-makers as cynical opportunists.  According to Foucault, an 'entrepreneur of himself' is  'being 
for himself his own capital, being for himself his own producer, being for himself the source of [his] 
earnings.' (Foucault 2010 p.226). 'Entrepreneur of himself' is not only individually responsible for 
his/her own success, competing on an open market with other entrepreneurial individuals. Even 
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more importantly, s/he has to consider his/her own knowledge, skills, emotional capacities, social 
networks as a form of capital, to be invested in order to secure opportunities and future gains. As a 
result, such an 'entrepreneur of himself' establishes an instrumental relation to his/her inner and 
social self.  This is a structural pressure rather than an effect of individual ethical failure. In a project-
related environment, such as the KNOT, it is hard to avoid it entirely. In the KNOT, we had to invest 
ourselves personally into the project. In order to organise it, we capitalised on our social connections. 
For example, we established a Temporary Curatorial Collective on the basis of our previous personal-
professional contacts, which we mobilised in order to establish the organisational and conceptual 
framework of the KNOT.  
 In itself, such personal investment in one's own projects does not seem to be profoundly 
destructive. The problem emerges precisely because of the competitive pressures, as every project-
maker needs to move individually between consecutive projects and compete for opportunities. The 
outcome of this competitive mobility is an atomisation and depoliticisation of project-makers. It is 
hard not to agree with Pascal Gielen, when he pictures 'independent' curators as solitary egoists, 
unable to establish any lingering social bonds beyond temporary project teams that disperse after 
their projects are completed (Gielen 2013a pp.35–38). Such professional patterns demote social 
solidarity and promote goal-oriented rationality and cynical entrepreneurialism.  
 Project-makers compete not only for a narrowly understood economic gain (i.e. money), but 
also for reputation (i.e. prestige and fame) and social connections (i.e. position in the network). To 
unpack the non-monetary character of reputational profiles I apply Pierre Bourdieu's theory of social 
and cultural capital. According to Bourdieu, cultural producers compete not only for financial, but 
also social and  symbolic capitals (Compare: Bourdieu 1996; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992). Symbolic 
capital accounts for the individual reputation, artistic quality and prestige among peers and public. 
Social capital signifies the number of contacts, density of social networks and possession of social 
skills such as etiquette or charm. These various types of capital are exchangeable and 
interconnected. Investing money or time in artistic pursuits and social activities might lead to the 
accumulation of prestige or gaining new and valuable social contacts. Symbolic and social capital can 
provide access to opportunities, thus securing employment and enabling a project-maker to acquire 
also material wealth. 
 Consequently, all the forms of capital are both stakes and tools in the competitive struggle. 
Project-makers compete in order to accumulate social and symbolic capital, while their already 
acquired reputations and position in the network determines their chances of acquiring access to 
future opportunities. The competitive pressure of the apparatus is even more prevailing, because it 
operates according to a winner-takes-all principle, which is generally characteristic of what Hans 
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Abbing calls the 'cruel economy of the arts' (Abbing 2002 pp.280–294). Adopting Abbing's thesis for 
the specific conditions of the apparatus I will analyse here the 'cruel economy of project-making', in 
which the fierceness of competition results in high levels of inequality. In the 'cruel economy of 
project-making' a tiny minority of project-makers monopolise access to opportunities, resources and 
other forms of capital, inducing precarity and exclusion on the vast majority of 'losers' in the 
competitive struggle. The resulting inequality has a tendency for reproduction and further 
polarisation. As a result, reputational hierarchies stratify the field of contemporary art into different 
tiers, differentiated by varied levels of prestige, social status, wealth, and access to opportunities.  
 For a cynical opportunist (as an 'entrepreneur of himself') reputations, social connections and 
opportunities become objects of investment and competitive acquisition. However, the ideology of 
individualistic entrepreneurialism obfuscates the existence of the collaborative structures that 
underpin both reputations and social connections, crucial to maintaining and reproducing the 'cruel 
economy of project-making'49.  There are two kinds of social cooperation exploited in the process of 
competitive acquisition, the first is related to collaboration within the perimeters of particular 
projects; the second unfolds on the general level of the network.  
 An accumulation of social, cultural and economic capital, and hence future access to the flow 
of opportunities, depends on the success of any given project. The completion of a project depends 
on the close collaboration of the temporary teams of project-makers involved. For example, in 
projects like the KNOT, a team of over one hundred people needed to cooperate in order to effect its 
realisation50. Our team consisted of curators, artists, cooks, administrators, social workers, 
theoreticians, assistants, technicians, caretakers, security guards, etc.  Their involvement was equally 
crucial for the KNOT's success, as they contributed a variety of skills to make it happen, such as 
physical labour, emotional attentiveness, artistic creativity, theoretical eloquence, organisational 
capacities and technical prowess. In this context, it is important to emphasise that project teams are 
not only constituted by people who are officially recognised as authors of a project (i.e. artists, 
curators), but also consist of categories frequently omitted in projects' credits, such as assistants, 
technicians or administrators. I denote these latter groups by using the term 'support personnel', 
which was originally coined by Howard Becker to denote groups of people whose labour is socially 
                                                          
49 The following passages are based on my arguments from another published paper On cruel economy of 
authorship (Szreder 2013), submitted in the Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence 
number three, file 1_FSUW_03_Cruel_Economy_Authorship. 
50 The complex division of labour in the KNOT is described in the case study Division of labour in the KNOT, 
attached in the Appendix 3 The KNOT, piece of evidence number 2, file 3_KNOT_02_Division_Labour_Case 
_Study. 
105 
 
necessary for the execution of any artistic endeavour, but who are not regarded as authors of a given 
project or piece of art (Becker 1984 p.17). I call this type of support labour after George Yúdice as a 
'labour of love' (Yúdice 2003 pp.327–328). Yúdice points out the fact that the role of support 
personnel is never solely limited to administrative or technical tasks. In contrast, he emphasises that 
support personnel, equally with artists or curators, partake in the creative processes that form the 
final shape of any artistic or curatorial endeavour, thus significantly contributing to the success of any 
given project. For the same reason, I discuss 'labour of love' in the context of project-making as 
encompassing the emotional care, personal devotion and creative inputs invested collaboratively by 
the collectives of project-makers in their projects.  
 The intensive social cooperation unfolds also in the systems of relations linking projects, 
clusters and individual project-makers, i.e. on the level of a network. Only diffused but intense social 
cooperation enables project-makers to locate and utilise opportunities. Every project emerges 
because of multifaceted exchanges on an international scale, facilitated by cooperative networks.  
These collaborative exchanges (even if underpinned by competition) enable the institution of project 
teams, collating resources and establishing the connections necessary for any project to take place. 
This kind of networked cooperation not only leads to the activation of reputational profiles, but also 
to the creation of new symbolic content, which result from what Louise Boutang calls 'pollination' 
(Boutang 2007 pp.14–16). Boutang compares contemporary cultural producers, who operate in 
cognitive capitalism, to bees. He argues that as the main economic importance of bees does not 
relate to the production of honey, but rather to pollinating crops, also 'social pollination' has a 
tremendous economic function in network-related business models (Boutang 2007 p.16). I adopt his 
concept of 'social pollination' to discuss 'labour of pollination', under which term I understand 
diffused social cooperation that 'pollinates' networks, spreads concepts, maintains connections and 
mediates the flow of opportunities.  
 Despite the socially necessary character of these two models of social cooperation, the 
effects of project-related collaboration are not distributed equally, as some project-makers gain 
more than others from participating in cooperative systems. I will discuss here two forms of 
competitive acquisition of the effects of social cooperation that, because of their importance to the 
'cruel economy of project-making'. The competitive acquisition of social connections I term as 
'networking', of reputations as 'authorial attribution'. 
 One of the problems encountered by F/SUW was the unethical behaviour of people who 
used collectively facilitated projects to aggrandise their own individual position in the network. Such 
project-makers are usually highly mobile, which enables them to use connections generated during 
F/SUW's projects for their own benefit. At the same time, their nomadic mobility prevents them from 
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sharing equally the workload related to the realisation of a project, which usually entails a plenitude 
of tasks that are either localised or demand sustained effort. My understanding of networking 
derives from Boltanski and Chiapello who describe the networker as an ethically compromised 
person, who 'seizes on all the actually or potentially useful connections (...) in order to divert them to 
the end of personal profit' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.94). A networker is a cynical opportunist, 
because s/he does not follow with the ethical regulations of the projective city, s/he uses networks 
solely for egoistic reasons, instead of propagating common good by sharing connections and 
expanding networks (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 pp.355–360).  
 Authorial attribution relates mainly to the reputation of project-makers. Because of authorial 
attribution, certain ideas, trends or notions become attributed to individuals as their properties. 
Project-makers acquire reputations as experts in different fields, creators of ideas or representatives 
of certain trends (such as an expert in public art, scholar in immaterial labour, relational artist, etc.).  
For an idea to be attributed to an individual, somebody needs to be 'seen on the scene' (to use a 
notion of Gielen (Gielen 2009 pp.50–54)).The networked acknowledgement confirms a reputation, 
which starts to serve as a key to secure future opportunities. Noticeably, the process of authorial 
attribution, in contrast to networking, cannot be defined solely in terms of cynical opportunism. 
Authorial attribution is based on conventions and automatisms firmly entrenched in artistic tradition. 
For example, even in the process of organising F/SUW's conference on the 'labour of the multitudes' 
(i.e. on diffused social creativity), we reproduced some of the conventions of individual authorship.  
Instead of trying to enact more distributed ways of exchanging knowledge and sharing credits, we 
invited individual authors to give presentations and write texts on the subject of distributed 
creativity, which per definition eludes the stringent laws of authorial attribution. Also the post-
conference publication does not feature any multitudes, but rather a group of individuals, identified 
as authors and editors51. Even though  I am not interested here in the general critique of the 
construct of charismatic authorship (Compare: Barthes 1967; Bourdieu 1996; Foucault 1977), I focus 
on dissecting the role played by authorial attribution in the competitive struggles perpetuating 
project-making. 
 As a result of networking and authorial reputation, part of the social 'labour of love' and 
'labour of pollination' remains unremunerated and unrecognised, contributing to the exclusion, 
precarity and poverty of significant numbers of project-makers. As an effect of the competitive 
acquisition of opportunities, reputations and social connections, some people, who lose in the 
                                                          
51 Submitted in the Appendix 1, entry 14, file 1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever_A - English description 
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competitive struggle, receive an unequally small share of the outcomes of social cooperation in 
which they partake. 
 Importantly, the hegemonic ideology of neoliberalism naturalises the unequal distribution of 
reputations or social connections by presenting this inequality as a justified outcome of individual 
efforts rather than as a consequence of competitive acquisition of the fruits of social cooperation. In 
this way, the ideology of competitive individualism obfuscates the importance of social cooperation. 
Despite this ideological obfuscation, the 'cruel economy of project-making' depends on the 
maintenance of cooperative systems. The apparatus cannot constitute itself as a solely competitive 
environment, because social cooperation facilitates the emergence and organisation of projects and 
mediates the flow of opportunities, connections and ideas. As Boltanski and Chiapello insist, the 
activities of networkers (as opportunists) result in the decay of networks, because they eradicate the 
trust necessary for the networks to function52.  As they write: 
  It is likely that in a network world (...) opportunistic behaviour, even if it were adopted only 
 by a few people to start off with, would tend to spread rapidly. We may define opportunism 
 as consisting in not acknowledging debts contracted with other persons, either individual or 
 collective (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.378) 
In this sense, competitive opportunism results in the erosion of the cooperative ties that enable the 
maintenance and functioning of the apparatus. Consequently, the apparatus has to balance 
cooperation with competition, promoting a type of behaviour, which I term as 'co-opetition'.  Co-
opetition, or cooperative competition is a managerial neologism invented to denote the situation 
when enterprises need to cooperate in order to create a pool of resources, but also compete to 
acquire the best share of them (Brandenburger and Nalebuff 1997). In co-opetition, the incentive for 
getting involved in cooperative processes derives from the potential rewards for individuals or 
enterprises.  I apply this term to denote a form of behaviour of such project-makers who get involved 
in social cooperation in order to enhance their chances for securing individual access to 
opportunities.  
 
 
 
 
                                                          
52 As they write: 'trust would tend to disappear to such an extent that not only would breaching it, which 
constitutes the networker's strength, become very difficult, but, above all, the emergence of generalized 
mistrust would make the establishment of any arrangements between human beings extremely problematic.' 
(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.378) 
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4.2 Interdependent curating 
 
 In this section I will discuss interdependent curating as a politicised response to the 
competitive pressure of the apparatus. Interdependent curating emphasises the importance of the 
cooperative aspects of project-making, iterating egalitarian systems of distributing resources in 
curatorial projects, alternative to competitive acquisition.  I will illustrate how interdependent 
curating operates on the examples of practice taken from projects like the KNOT and F/SUW. 
 The notion of interdependent curating derives from the concept of economic 
interdependency, established by J.K. Gibson-Graham as a foundational idea of their community 
economies, a programme of  'imagining and enacting alternative or noncapitalist economies' 
(Gibson-Graham and Cameron 2003 p.152)53. Gibson-Graham emphasise that the fundamental 
interdependence of economic subsystems, agents or practices needs to be recognised and acted 
upon in order to constitute more egalitarian, mutually beneficial economic systems, based on 
notions of social solidarity (Gibson-Graham 2006 pp.79–86). Likewise, the programme of 
interdependent curating is motivated by the ethics of mutual care and collaboration, which 
recognises and fosters systems of social collaboration that underpin the apparatus. Interdependent 
curating aims at establishing egalitarian and fair systems of distributing resources and dividing 
labour. 
 I develop the notion of interdependent curating to further the critique of the neoliberal 
articulation of the notion of personal autonomy in the figure of competitive 'entrepreneur of 
himself'. In contrast to this hegemonic concept, an interdependent approach underlines the 
collective foundations of personal autonomy. In this respect, my position is similar to Temporary 
Services (TS), an artistic mock-institution from Chicago, which postulates that 'independence 
proceeds from interdependence' (Temporary Services 2012 pp.11–12). Temporary Services provides 
the example of Mess Hall, a building located in Chicago, which TS acquired on an affordable lease in 
the early 2000s. Instead of limiting access to this resource, they decided to share it with their 
networks, establishing a collectively run organization, still functioning in 2012 for the mutual benefit 
of the cultural producers involved (Temporary Services 2012 pp.11–12). In the same way as TS, I 
argue here that autonomy proceeds from networks of mutual support rather than from competitive 
individualism. Both TS and I ground our assertions in our practical understanding of the benefits 
provided by such cooperative systems.   
                                                          
53 I presented their notion of ‘diverse economy’ in Section 3.3 Scarcity. 
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 Consequently, the notion of interdependency destabilises the concept of individual interest, 
understood here as a governmental tool of the neoliberal hegemony. The neoliberal concept of self-
interest is formulated within a short-term perspective and solely individualistic terms. 
Interdependency, in contrast, acknowledges a longer-term perspective and accounts for the effects 
of given activities on cooperative networks. The problem with the neoliberal approach is that 
competition is beneficial only to a tiny minority of winners in what I have already termed as the 'cruel 
economy of project-making'. I argue here, after Graham-Gibson, that recognising and acting upon 
interdependency, might bring benefits to the majority of project-makers.  
 Interdependency differs from co-opetition, because interdependency recognises mutual 
dependency as a primary trait of our personal and professional existence.  Even though co-opetition 
curbs the most intrusive types of egoism in order to maintain social cohesion, still the notion of 
individual interest motivates and justifies cooperative tendencies. Interdependency, in contrast, 
emphasises the fundamental character of social cooperation, which should be acknowledged and 
sustained. In this sense, co-opetition remains a form of individualistic opportunism, while 
interdependency is an iteration of radical opportunism that intervenes ethically in the cost/benefit 
calculation.  
 The programme of interdependency is comparable to and distinguishable from the political 
programme centred on the notion of commons. Both stances share multiple features, even though 
interdependent curating responds directly to the specific pressures of the apparatus of project-
making. By referring to the vast discourse of commons, influential in the global art network54, I 
emphasise the specific traits of the programme of interdependency, especially how it defines itself by 
opposition to the forms of competitive opportunism.  
 The programme of commons refers to the pre-modern notion of the commons in order to 
discuss the specificities of diffused social production in late capitalism and propose new forms of 
contemporary politics (Compare: An Architektur et al. 2010; De Angelis 2003; Gibson-Graham 2006; 
Hardt and Negri 2009; Sevilla-Buitrago 2012). According to Massimo de Angelis, whose writings 
contain the main features of this programme, the commons epitomise new ways of organising 
radically horizontal and democratic politics in the age of network capitalism (After: An Architektur et 
al. 2010; De Angelis 2003). The commons propose alternative, non-competitive, non-commodified 
and not-marketed (i.e. direct) means of organising social production. The commons are under 
                                                          
54 Frequently referred to in the context of contemporary art network to denote a democratic and anti-
neoliberal political programme. Just to give recent examples, a project Commoning Times organised by 16 
Beavers of New York  (http://commoningtimes.org/), or accompanying programme of Documenta 13 'and... 
and... and' (http://andandand.org/), and is referred to in order to formulate political programmes for 
contemporary artists (Hardt 2009; Gielen et al. 2011).   
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constant threat from the external and internal forces of capitalism which exploit and enclose them 
on a regular basis. The commons are organised around communities of commoners, who operate 
according to various rules, which protect them against enclosures and individual egoism, securing the 
sustenance of a resource in common. According to de Angelis such communities do not need to be 
localised, and can operate in the trans-local space organised similar to the alterglobalist 'movement 
of movements'55.  
 There are several shared points between programmes based on the notion of commons and 
interdependent curating.  Both recognise the mutual dependency of social agents as the fundament 
of their economic, ethical and political proposition. Both underline the importance of distributing 
resources for the mutual and not only individual benefit. Both recognise the challenge of sustaining 
cooperative strategies in a competitive environment. Both acknowledge the necessity to implement 
defensive mechanisms against privatisation.   
 However, there are several differences between programmes based on the notion of 
commons and the agenda of interdependent curating. Interdependent curators function in the global 
network, which destabilises ethical systems by facilitating unprecedented levels of mobility. The 
notion of commons refer to local communities which are able to sustain systems of mutual control. 
These regulate access to the commons and discourage egoistic behaviour. The programme of 
commons focuses on external threats to commons by forces of capitalism that enclose and privatise 
commons. In contrast, interdependent curators, even though they recognise neoliberalism as a 
threat to communal sustenance, prioritise tactical responses to the forms of competitive 
individualism represented by cynical opportunists. The political programme of commons responds to 
identified challenges by prescribing strategic transformation of social structures, which aims at 
overthrowing networked capitalism and instigating commons as a paradigm of social organisation. 
Whereas, interdependent curating tactically challenges competitive acquisition as it unfolds on the 
micro-scale of curatorial projects. Furthermore, in contrast to some groups of commoners (such as 
the ones related to Occupy movements), interdependent curating prioritises critical engagement 
with the existing apparatuses over the attempts to constitute alternative forms of society based on 
withdrawal from power structures56.  
 Interdependent curating tries to address the inequalities and injustices resulting from the 
competitive systems of dividing labour and distributing resources by intervening in the organisational 
systems of curatorial projects. Interdependent curating operates on a tactical and not strategic level. 
                                                          
55 i.e. a global coalition of activist groups, active mainly in late the 1990s and early 2000s. 
56 As explained in Section 1.2 Radical opportunism. 
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Even if interdependent curating equalises reimbursement of economic, symbolic and social capital, it 
does not challenge the general inequality. Even if interdependent curating recognises the importance 
of the ‘labour of love’ and 'labour of pollination', it does not overcome the general division of labour. 
The tactics described provide partial solutions to the problems encountered in curatorial practice, 
but they do not supersede the general rules of the apparatus. 
 In many curatorial projects resources, reputations and connections are not distributed in 
relation to the amount of labour spent on the project but rather in accordance with someone's 
position in the reputational hierarchy. This tendency relates to the systemic undervaluation of 
support labour, regarded as less prestigious and frequently underpaid57. In contrast, interdependent 
curating tries to distribute equally the gains of project-making between all of the people involved in a 
project, accounting for their commitment rather than for their position in the reputational hierarchy 
or professional category.  For example, in Free/Slow University of Warsaw reimbursement depends 
on the amount of labour and not on the position in the reputational hierarchy. An administrator or 
an assistant earns as much as a curator. A less recognised contributor earns as much as a more 
famous one. We adopted similar guidelines during Parade and the KNOT, equalising the 
remuneration of the participants invited. Thus, interdependent curating tries to instigate systems 
based on social solidarity challenging reputational hierarchies as foundational elements of the 'cruel 
economy of project-making'.  
 However, the equalisation of wages, even if ethically appropriate, is not sufficient. A process 
of equalisation should not only regard financial payments, but also acknowledge the importance of 
reputations and social connections. The application of interdependency to the processes of 
attributing reputations creates a tension between conventions of authorship and demands for 
equality. As I have already argued elsewhere, this tension has not yet been resolved (Szreder 2013). 
Yet, the curatorial experiments described here contribute to the development of the debate 
concerning egalitarian forms of authorship, especially by proposing the category of interdependency 
as potentially informing further explorations.  
 In the 'cruel economy of project-making', monetary undervaluation of the 'labour of love' is 
correlated with a lack of symbolic recognition, i.e. certain categories of contributors and supporters 
(assistants, technicians, administrators) are not mentioned in official credits. Counteracting this 
tendency, the publications of F/SUW and the KNOT mention everybody involved: technical 
personnel, assistants, editorial staff, artists, authors and curators. This kind of crediting enables the 
                                                          
57 This thesis is tested by the recent sociological research project of F/SUW Division of labour in Polish art field 
(2013-2014). The evidence attached in the Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence 
number eleven, file 1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research. 
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project-makers involved to receive symbolic gratification for their commitment. However, the 
problem with crediting is that different professional categories are not of equal repute, some of 
them are more prestigious (artists or curators), some of them less (assistants or administrators).  
 To address this problem on a more fundamental level, interdependent curating attempts to 
destabilise and expand authorship to encompass as many authors as possible from as many 
professional categories as is feasible. In some cases, the expansion of authorial categories distributes 
reputations between people involved in organisational duties.  For example, F/SUW's post-
conference publication of 2011 name five editors, while editorial labour was conducted mainly by a 
team of two (Janek Sowa and Krystian Szadkowski). The others (Michał Kozłowski, Agnieszka Kurant, 
Kuba Szreder) were included in credits in order to recognise the organisational and curatorial labour 
involved in the conference58. In other situations, such expansion of authorship goes even further, as 
everyone is invited to co-author the publication.  For example, while preparing the KNOT catalogue, 
we invited all participants in the project, regardless of their position, to contribute their own, 
authored pieces. This resulted in the catalogue becoming something of a collective memoire, which 
features several shorter, personal stories and visual entries written by a multitude of participants59. 
In other instances, such multiplication of authorship deconstructs the otherwise rigid boundaries 
between artists and support personnel. For instance, the KNOT Caravan (2010) was organised after 
concluding the Warsaw phase of the KNOT. We invited artists, curators, alongside administrators, 
assistants, technicians and documentarians from Warsaw's team to animate the KNOT in Bucharest. 
They proposed a plethora of activities, some of them had more artistic character (performances, 
installations, architectural interventions, mosaics), some more 'mundane' (communal cooking, 
furniture workshops, photo sessions) 60.  We facilitated all those activities as a means by which to 
animate our place of temporary residence in one of the public parks in Bucharest. 
 These techniques aim to equalise the distribution of reputations, thus critically engaging with 
the existing reputational hierarchy, instead of withdrawing from reputational systems entirely. In this 
way, propositions of interdependent curating differ from the practices of such groups as Critical 
Practice or Precarious Workers Brigade, who eradicate the reputational inequalities between 
authorial and support labour by insisting on general anonymity of everybody involved. I acknowledge 
                                                          
58 The evidence attached in the Appendix 1 Free/Slow University of Warsaw, piece of evidence number 
fourteen, file 1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever_B - Polish version of the book. 
59 The evidence attached in the Appendix 3 The KNOT, piece of evidence number one, file 
3_KNOT_01_KNOT_Catalogue 
60 The evidence attached in the Appendix 3 The KNOT, piece of evidence number three, file 
3_KNOT_03_Caravan_Case _Study. 
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that anonymity might help to maintain the internal cohesion of the groups concerned, as everybody 
remains equally anonymous. However, such a stance does not enhance the chances of 
interdependent project-makers to survive in the 'cruel economy of project-making', in which access 
to opportunities depends on individual reputations and social connections. As a form of radical 
opportunism, interdependent curating negotiates between demands for equality and practical 
concerns, thus equalising access to authorial categories rather than eradicating reputations from 
organised projects. In contrast to cynical opportunists, who prioritise their own gains, 
interdependent curators try to maintain control over the distribution of various forms of capital, to 
spread the effects of collective labour more equally between the project-makers involved.  
 Interdependent curating addresses the inequalities not only in the distribution of 
reputations, but also of social connections. Many curatorial projects reproduce the social barriers 
between different groups of participants such as support personnel and authors, local crews and 
international contributors. In this way, curators assume the position of gatekeepers who regulate 
access to connections and further opportunities. Such a situation inspires competition between 
project-makers to acquire superior social status to others. As a politicised response to this form of 
competitive acquisition, interdependent curating creates social environments where different 
project-makers intermingle on an equal basis. The activities of F/SUW or a project like the KNOT have 
created platforms that facilitate connections between all participants, regardless of their position in 
the network or professional category.  These activities might be dinners, social gatherings, summer 
camps, to which every participant of the project is invited in order to socialise and exchange. We 
conceptualise and organise the different research activities of F/SUW to create such egalitarian and 
inclusive social spaces. The KNOT Caravan deliberately fostered such forms of integrative 
interdependency, by creating opportunities for people to travel and establish connections regardless 
of their social status and professional classification. 
 The situation becomes even more complicated, when competitive acquisitions are analysed 
not in relation to the organisational structures of singular projects, but rather on the general level of 
the network. As already described in Section 4.1, every project-maker relies on the diffused 'labour 
of pollination', which mediates flow of opportunities and facilitates projects. In order to act upon the 
indeterminate character of 'labour of pollination' and support flexible systems of cooperation that 
underpin the network, interdependent curating employs tactical generosity. This tactic aims at 
supporting the cooperative attitudes of those project-makers who recognise collective 
interdependency and act for social rather than private benefit.  
 Tactical manoeuvres in generosity adjust the principles of unconditional generosity to the 
competitive reality of project-making. On the most general level, interdependent curating partakes in 
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the gift economy. The recognition of the general interdependency of all participants in the 
contemporary art network gives ground for the ethical principles of generosity and sharing. The role 
of these values in contemporary societies and in the arts have been discussed, among many others, 
by Marysia Lewandowska, who  together with Laurel Ptak identifies the role of the gift economy in 
undoing property  (Lewandowska and Ptak 2013), and Neil Cummings, in his recent artistic manifesto 
of unconditional giving (Cummings 2014). They both emphasise how generosity undermines and 
counteracts the processes of privatisation, fundamental to the cruel economy of project-making. I 
agree with them in principle, as the gift economy embodies the same ethics of mutual care as the 
programme of interdependency. My problem with the concept of sharing is practical. At least some 
of the resources that are supposed to be shared are exclusionary, i.e. if we give something to 
someone, somebody else will not receive it. This is the status of the greater proportion of resources 
which interdependent curators have at their disposal. Even immaterial goods such as reputations, 
connections or opportunities are usually stratified, i.e. if someone receives more prestige, someone 
else will get less. Obviously, an interdependent curator, by equalising access to such intangible 
resources, also tries to make them less exclusive and less stratified. However, s/he usually has to 
decide how to distribute finite resources among different groups of participants.  In the situation of 
general competition, it seems reasonable to prioritise those, who are closest to a given project or a 
collective. However, in some instances, a group of close co-operators can turn into a clique that 
competes with other cliques to acquire access to scarce resources.  I understand a clique as a group 
of people who interact with each other on a regular basis, and support their collective interests, 
potentially at the expense of non-members. Such a clique might recognise its own internal 
interdependency, however, it ignores the existence of a cooperative network, on which it 
(inter)depends. Such cliques can vary in levels of formalisation, size or closeness to internal links. 
They facilitate internal solidarity in order to enhance the competitive position of their members in 
the network. Deterioration into a clique is one of the main dangers facing groups like the Free/Slow 
University of Warsaw when they participate in competitive systems of distribution to acquire access 
to resources and opportunities. In such instances, interdependent curators face a dilemma. They are 
required to reimburse both 'labour of love' project-makers involved in collective labour and 'labour 
of pollination' that unfolds on the general level of the network, while having only limited resources at 
their disposal. 
 For this reason, tactical generosity is neither an unconditional giving nor a form of collective 
egoism. It adjusts the principles of sharing to the competitive conditions of the 'cruel economy of 
project-making', utilising opportunities for the benefit of those project-makers who also follow 
cooperative values.  Recognising the impossibility of distributing scarce resources equally among 
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every project-maker involved in the apparatus, tactical generosity shares connections, reputations, 
resources and access to opportunities only with those project-makers who participate in and 
contribute to the cooperative network.  When F/SUW organises any programme, we select 
participants not only because of their intellectual capacities or artistic reputations, but also because 
of their political stance and involvement in cooperative networks. During the numerous editions of 
F/SUW we invited members of groups like Chto Delat? from Russia61, Copenhagen Free University 
from Denmark62, Precarious Workers Brigade from the United Kingdom63, Edufactory from Italy64, 
Praktyka Teoretyczna from Poland65, among many others,  because we recognised and appreciated 
their political stance and cooperative inclinations. 
Tactical generosity relies on reputation, which signifies the trustworthiness of potential 
interdependent partners. An interdependent curator needs to trust that somebody does or will 
foster systems of social cooperation, instead of abusing them for personal benefit. It is easier to 
establish such trust within local networks, as connections persist over time and are not socially 
remote.  For example, the 2009 edition of F/SUW was built on such connections with local partners, 
who had co-operated with Bęc Zmiana over a longer period of time. These ties enabled F/SUW to 
organise our events in almost ten different venues, in cooperation with multiple partners. However, 
interdependent curating aims at contributing to the network of interdependency that spans  trans-
local or even international level. In this kind of situation, tactical generosity must rely on reputation, 
which echoes the emphasis that Boltanski and Chiapello place on the role of reputation in 
maintaining the projective order of worth: 
 Reputational effects play a central role here. On the one hand, they are at the heart of 
 employability — a good reputation being the surest means of continuous employment. On 
 the other, they make it possible to exert especially effective normalizing pressure, since the 
 persons with whom one is involved can seek to destroy one's reputation in the event of 
 behaviour they deem harmful  (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.95) 
Interdependent curating tries to apply the notion of a 'good reputation' to instigate a shift in the 
selection criteria for curatorial projects. Instead of selecting participants solely because of their 
                                                          
61 www.chtodelat.org 
62 www.copenhagenfreeuniversity.dk 
63 www.precariousworkersbrigade.tumblr.com 
64 www.edu-factory.org 
65 www.praktykateoretyczna.pl 
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artistic reputations, interdependent curators invite those project-makers who are well reputed for 
recognising and supporting the networks of collective interdependency. Such interdependent 
reputation does not only account for authorial prestige but also for a cooperative attitude and 
behaviour. In other words, interdependent reputations establish an alternative system of evaluation 
and selection, utilised by interdependent curators to support cooperative networks.   
 The reliance on reputation needs to be underwritten by several precautions. Firstly, all 
reputations are embedded in reputational hierarchies, which implies a fundamental inequality 
between those who are known and those who are not. I will discuss the implications of this 
asymmetry in the next section, as even the critical utilisation of reputation risks reproducing these 
divisions.   Secondly, the constitution of interdependent reputations implies the introduction of clear 
criteria, which would objectively define the difference between egoistic and cooperative behaviour. 
However, such assessments always depend on a context and are highly contingent on a variety of 
factors. Thirdly, reputations proliferate through networks in which membership is informal and only 
loosely defined, magnifying the arbitrariness of any reputation. Finally, reputations can be 
deliberately or accidently misused, causing potential harm to project-makers unjustly labelled as 
uncooperative.  As the main aim of interdependency is to foster fairness, the utilisation of reputation 
as a means of judging cooperative attitudes requires special caution to avoid injustice and hasty 
judgements. For example Free/Slow University of Warsaw scrutinises reputations, double-checks 
sources and evidence, observes practices rather than declarations, does not spread negative 
reputations, focuses on fostering positive ones, interrogates the criteria of interdependency and 
raises public awareness of them. I argue that despite some disadvantages, interdependent 
reputation provides a method of distinguishing trustworthy from untrustworthy partners and thus 
fosters the cooperative networks of interdependent project-makers.  
 
Section 4.3 Exclusion 
 
 In this section, I will discuss how interdependent curating addresses exclusion, a form of 
injustice specific to networked societies and the ultimate limitation of radical opportunism. The 
injustice of project-making unfolds between projects and beyond the threshold of the network. The 
prevailing character of exclusion and the related anxiety was one of the major findings of F/SUW's 
most recent research into the conditions of labour in the Polish art scene (Kozlowski et al. 2014). As 
one of our respondents said: 'in the art world you either circulate, or cease to exist'. Cultural 
producers fear that nobody will invite them to partake in projects, and that they will become 
disconnected from the network. During my professional career, I often witnessed how such 
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processes unfold, as some of my colleagues slowly faded from the art world, as their absence in one 
season devolved into exclusion and anonymity. As I will argue, interdependent curating can and does 
intervene with the risks of potential exclusion, by contributing to the collective systems of social 
solidarity.  
 I constitute my understanding of the role and mechanisms of exclusion by referring to 
Boltanski and Chiapello's extensive analysis of injustice in the networked society. They describe 
excluded as  
 those who have seen the ties that bound them to others severed, and have thus been 
 relegated to the fringes of the network, where beings lose all visibility, all rationale, and 
 virtually all existence (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.348) 
 Boltanski and Chiapello do not only diagnose exclusion, but also analyse its systemic functions. For 
Boltanski and Chiapello exclusion is a 'a form of exploitation that develops in a connexionist world' 
(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.355). They attempt to illustrate that the success of people well 
connected in the network, derives from the exclusion of the ones who are less so. Boltanski and 
Chiapello discuss exploitation in relation to what they call 'mobility differentials' (Boltanski and 
Chiapello 2005 p.371). Some businesses or individuals are able to exploit others because they are 
better networked and more mobile. In this context, Boltanski and Chiapello analyse links between 
visibility, connectivity, exclusion and deficits of justice. Because those who are excluded are not any 
longer connected, they cease to be visible in the network, which results in eradicating common 
ground, where the inequalities between connected and disconnected people can be publically 
discussed: 
 In a world so constructed as to be entirely subject to a network logic, there is no reason to 
 pose the question of justice, because those of low status (who (...) can be very  precisely  
 characterized in such a framework as excluded) tend to disappear without trace. Not only is 
 there no equipment with which to establish the equivalences required to weigh justice, but 
 there is not even that co-presence in the same space which makes it possible,  through 
 simple comparison, to inquire into the relationship between the misery of some and the 
 happiness of others. (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.106, italics by authors) 
The networked society, as described by Boltanski and Chiapello, is permeated by the fundamental 
inequality between people who are and who are not connected. Their analysis highlights an aspect of 
the connexionist society, which is also significant for the apparatus of project-making. The apparatus 
excludes those, who failed in terms of its 'cruel economy' by denying access to the flow of 
opportunities. The winner-takes-all economy of project-making results in exorbitant inequalities. 
People at the top of the reputational hierarchy monopolise access to opportunities and resources, 
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their connections and reputation unfold on a global scale. The vast majority of project-makers, who 
for various reasons did not manage to win in such competition, are eventually excluded from 
circulation. They are characterised by low reputational profiles, deficits of visibility and lack of 
employability. 
  Such reputational hierarchies reproduce themselves, as social status and reputation 
regulates access to opportunities, which reciprocally magnifies chances to acquire social or symbolic 
capital. If a project-maker manages to secure a good project, his/her social status is enhanced, 
bettering his/her chances of securing further opportunities. If a project-maker fails to access the flow 
of opportunities, s/he gradually loses ability to enter new projects, the process leading eventually to 
exclusion and disappearance from the network.  
 I interpret this polarisation of reputational hierarchies by referring to  Gregory Sholette's 
studies of what he calls 'the dark matter of the art world' (Sholette 2011). I connect my analysis of 
exclusion with Sholette's compelling depictions of the inequalities haunting the contemporary art 
world in order to discuss the position of interdependent curating with regard to the divisions 
characteristic of the global art network. Sholette adopts the metaphor of dark matter from 
astrophysics to denote the social mass of artists and amateurs not recognised and devalued by the 
official art world. Sholette argues that this 'structural invisibility' is essential to sustain the global art 
world and the 'small cadre of successful artists' (Sholette 2011 p.2). Sholette not only reports 
inequality, but also traces the relations of exploitation between the official art world and dark 
matter. He seeks to demonstrate that the high status of the official art world is a result of the 
unremunerated and unrecognised efforts of dark matter. As he says: 'the art industry must ghettoize 
the majority of its qualified participants in order to generate artistic value' (Sholette 2011 p.120, 
italics by author).  
 In contrast to the programme of interdependent curating that combats exclusion by 
widening the middle tiers of reputational hierarchies, Sholette suggests an abrupt rift between the 
mainstream art world and artistic dark matter. In this way, Sholette underlines the fundamental 
antagonism between the top tiers and the lower echelons of the art world, the distinction crucial for 
constructing his argument. He analyses the unequal distribution of visibility in terms of class 
antagonism, in which the tiny elite of art celebrities exploit masses of redundant artists. Such analysis 
enables him to create fundaments for the potential politicisation of 'the growing army of surplus art 
producers' (Sholette 2011 p.119). According to Sholette, this 'army of surplus art producers' should 
self-organise in order to disrupt 'the familiar hierarchies of the art world, the same symbolic and 
fiscal economic system that guarantees most of them will fail' (Sholette 2011 p.119).  
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 I differ from Sholette, as I do not think that analysing the apparatus of project-making in 
terms of the dualistic categories of class antagonism is either theoretically sensible or practically 
fruitful. The apparatus is stratified, it is unequal, it is framed by competition and it is propelled by 
exploitation. However, the resulting hierarchies do not create a dualistic structure in which the 
owners of (economic, symbolic, social) capital exploit the masses of artistic proletariat who lack 
thereof. I agree that, by dint of competitive acquisition, cynical opportunists take advantage of the 
systems of social cooperation, but I contend that such a process unfolds differently to the case of 
class-related exploitation. The relationship between a cynical opportunist and cooperative systems 
resembles more the relation linking an egoistic individualist with a common good (that s/he exploits) 
rather than a connection between bourgeoisie and proletariat (in which one exploits the other). 
Furthermore, the dualistic model, despite its appeal, is counterproductive from the point of view of a 
politicised project-maker. Such a model theoretically negates the existence of the space located 
between celebrity systems and artistic dark matter, where interdependent networks thrive and 
where interdependent curators operate.   
 However, there is a difference between Sholette as a theoretician of dark matter and 
Sholette as a keen observer of the art world and a politicised practitioner. Despite Sholette's 
theoretical ambitions, dark matter remains a metaphor rather than a coherent theoretical model. In 
contrast to Marx's explanation of class antagonism, Sholette’s metaphor lacks any clear indicators of 
class position. It is very difficult to distinguish what (who) belongs to dark matter and what (who) 
does not, as the indicators of such classifications are based on tacit assumptions and are not theory-
driven. For example, it would be impossible to assert whether F/SUW is located in artistic dark 
matter or rather in the official art world. F/SUW is connected to the apparatus and visible, so per 
definition it is not really part of dark matter, defined by lack of visibility and connections. On the 
other hand, it would not be very sensible to interpret F/SUW as a representative of the official art 
world, sharing privileges with dominant institutions or powerful art figures. In any case, the decision 
(where to locate F/SUW) would be rather arbitrary.  
 Sholette himself applies his own metaphor inconsistently, when discussing practices of 
various mock-institutions (Sholette 2011 pp.152–186). All the mock institutions he describes are 
located on the verge of the official art world and dark matter. They occupy a zone defined by the 
gradual differences of visibility, reputation and connectivity, somewhere in the thin, yet existent 
middle layer of reputational hierarchies. Furthermore, as a result of their activities 'the dark matter is 
getting brighter' (Sholette 2011 p.3), which renders the difference between who is visible and who is 
unrecognised  much more relative and less absolute.   
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 I locate interdependent curatorial practices and cooperative networks precisely in this 
twilight zone, in the mid-tiers of reputational hierarchies. The occupants of such a tenuous space 
balance precariously on the verge of the network, being not-yet excluded but always at risk of 
exclusion. Operating from such a position, interdependent curators invent a variety of tactics, which 
instigate systems of social solidarity to prevent exclusion and (or) facilitate the re-integration of 
excluded practitioners.  
 Interdependent curating more equally distributes symbolic and social capital and shares 
access to opportunities inside the cooperative network, preventing the potential exclusion of entire 
categories of less recognised project-makers. By partially suspending competition, interdependent 
curating lowers the risk of excluding those who are less reputed or not so well connected. As 
interdependent reputations are more equally distributed, they destabilise reputational hierarchies 
and make them less unequal (and consequently - less exclusive). Such 'good reputations' constitute 
alternative criteria for curatorial selection, facilitating connections in spite of the differences in art-
related prestige. 'Neither projects nor institutions' (and more generally - free/slowness) sustain 
connections over time, despite the pressures of the apparatus. The accumulation of such 
interdependent initiatives and individuals in the form of cooperative networks constitutes unstable, 
yet existing, collective safety nets, which work as buffers against exclusion.   The networks of 
interdependent practitioners prioritise social solidarity over competitive acquisitions of cynical 
opportunism, thus articulating the fundamental ambivalence of project-making in accord with the 
values of collective autonomy and equality. 
 Applied in the context of curating, the methods proposed here differ from those postulated 
by Boltanski and Chiapello, because interdependent curating operates in a tactical rather than a 
strategic perspective. Boltanski and Chiapello postulate that curbing exclusion demands systemic 
action in order to establish 'new compromise between autonomy and security, compatible with the 
logic of a projective city' (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.381). Such compromise would entail new 
systems for crediting contributions (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 pp.382–384); devise fairer models 
of remuneration (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 pp.384–391); equalise access to opportunities for 
mobility (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 pp.392–399); implement universal minimal income (Boltanski 
and Chiapello 2005 p.396); and curb the volatility of financial markets by use of the Tobin tax 
(Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.397). At first sight, there are several similarities between the 
propositions of Boltanski and Chiapello and radical opportunism. However, Boltanski and Chiapello 
operate on the level of policy-making and propose systemic resolutions to the problems of 
inequality, security and exclusion identified on a systemic level. Radical opportunism, on the 
contrary, tactically minimises the impact of exclusion and inequality in particular situations and for 
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smaller groups of project-makers involved. Furthermore, Boltanski and Chiapello emphasise that 
implementation of the reforms postulated can happen only as a result of massive political 
intervention (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005 p.380). In contrast, interdependent curators respond to 
the manifestations of neoliberalism in curatorial practice, not waiting for potential political 
upheavals.  
 Despite the predominantly tactical character of interdependent curating, by combating 
exclusion interdependent curating (and more generally radical opportunism) reconnects with the 
field of collective politics. The ability of interdependent curating to sustain contacts, regardless of the 
exclusion perpetuated by the apparatus, is important for a potential political mobilisation of not-yet 
excluded project-makers. Within the apparatus, the excluded are also atomised. Disconnected 
people not only disappear from the horizon of the network, they become disconnected from each 
other. Cooperative networks link people who are under direct threat of exclusion, and enable them 
to publically discuss their shared problems, exchange information and self-organise. In this sense, 
interdependent curating contributes to the emergence of nascent, critical public spheres, where 
collectives of interdependent project-makers are able to address and collectively challenge the 
problems of exclusion and precarity. Such collective exchange and solidarity contributes to the 
plausible emergence of a collective political force that could potentially operate not only on a 
tactical, but also a strategic level.  
 
Conclusion of Chapter 4 
 
 Interdependent curating, similar to other forms of radical opportunism, does not eliminate 
the competitive pressure to which it responds. Even though an interdependent curator acts from the 
position of structural weakness, s/he tries to recognise and foster the systems of mutual 
interdependency underpinning project-making. Hence, interdependent curating constitutes models 
of action dissenting with hegemonic forms of competitive opportunism, endorsed by neoliberalism. 
The 'cruel economy of project-making' operates according to a winner-takes-all principle, which 
unevenly distributes the effects of social cooperation by means of competitive acquisition, 
disproportionally rewarding a tiny minority of winners in the competitive struggle. The resulting 
reputational hierarchies are characterised by high levels of inequality, as the competitive struggle 
leads to the exclusion of significant numbers of project-makers, who become gradually disconnected 
from the network and denied access to opportunities.   
 In response to competitive pressures, interdependent curating tries to distribute resources, 
reputations, and access to opportunities more equally, recognising and rewarding contributions of all 
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the project-makers involved, providing modest yet tangible results. Operating on the wider scale, 
interdependent curators facilitate the emergence of cooperative networks, inside of which 
interdependent project-makers enact forms of project-related production based on solidarity, 
collective autonomy and equality. Such cooperative networks create social support systems against 
exclusion. Hence, they constitute nascent public spheres, where the problems of exclusion, injustice 
and inequality can be publically deliberated. The cooperative networks enable those project-makers, 
who are at risk of exclusion, to formulate critique of the 'cruel economy of project-making' and 
potentially self-organise in order to challenge neoliberalism on a strategic level.   
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General Conclusion 
 
 Throughout this practice-based research, I have argued that in order to politicise curating 
under neoliberalism, an 'independent' curator is required not only to challenge the structural 
pressures of project-making, but also to address the nature of his/her own embedment within the 
apparatus of project-making. Speaking from the position of a self-reflective practitioner, I concede 
that politicised curators need to utilise that same apparatus, which they contest for political reasons. 
As the entire argument unfolds through discussion of the consequences and contingencies of this 
fundamental inconsistency, my claims to new knowledge emerge by addressing this basic tension
 With reference to the practical evidence, I claim that even though curatorial projects are 
always the result of ethical and political compromise, this does not imply an uncritical complicity with 
the structures in question. I contend that a politicised practitioner does not negate the necessity to 
compromise, but rather becomes involved in the contingent negotiations of the terms of curatorial 
compromises. Consequently, this practice-based argument explores the possibilities, limits and 
effects of applying political or ethical values in project-related curatorial practice.    
 These negotiations unfolded differently within the projects submitted here. Some of them 
were relatively successful, others failed, but provided valuable insights into the contingencies of 
politicised project-making. It is important to note that I do not present the curatorial practices 
submitted here as exemplars to be repeated. I do not propose any models of good practice, because 
radical opportunism encompasses practices very much dependent on interpersonal and structural 
contexts. Considering such practical constraints, my main aim is to argue for the practical plausibility 
of radical opportunism, while acknowledging the contradictions inherent to this programme. 
 
Opportunism as a structural pressure of project-making 
 
 I contend that my original contribution to knowledge relates to the analysis of the intrinsic 
link between the structural pressures of the apparatus and the fundamental dependency of 
practitioners on the incessant flow of opportunities. In order to discuss the mechanisms of this 
dependency, I apply and adjust theoretical accounts of Boltanski and Chiapello, Gielen, Virno and 
Raunig to the specificities of curatorial practice. By applying these sociological 'instruments of 
objectification', I identify the necessity to respond to opportunities as one of the main challenges for 
politicised curators. As I argue, under neoliberalism the dependency on opportunities results in 
cynical opportunism, which encourages competitive and individualistic forms of micro-
entrepreneurialism that eradicates any basis for communal solidarity.  
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 There are several ways in which the argument contributes to discussion regarding the 
conditions of production prevailing in the expanded field of art. Firstly, I contend that independency 
from institutions does not imply autonomy from neoliberalism. Secondly, I emphasise that project-
making influences social forms as much as the content of curatorial projects. Thirdly, I concede that 
the apparatus subsumes practitioners in the structures of neoliberalism by the use of competitive 
systems of incentives rather than by disciplinary coercion. I apply these three contentions to the 
various aspects of the apparatus, contributing new knowledge pertaining to temporal structures, 
modes of control and competitive economies characteristic of project-making. Matching sociological 
critique with tacit knowledge of curating, I provide accounts of how these structural pressures 
manifest themselves in curatorial projects.  
 In order to emphasise the constant and never resolved tension between the dependency on 
the apparatus and the ambition to politicise project-making, I introduce the purposefully 
controversial term of 'radical opportunism'. I match two contradictory notions of 'radicalism' and 
'opportunism' in order to destabilise the moral implications of both. Obviously, according to a 
commonsensical meaning of the terms, radical opportunism is a nonsensical contradiction. 
Opportunism is a morally compromised stance. Radicalism suggests lack of moral compromise. I have 
decided to merge these notions to prompt investigations into the conditions and ethical ambiguities 
of politicised project-making. A radical opportunist is an opportunist, because s/he depends on the 
skilful utilisation of opportunities, the access to which demands at least conditional complicity with 
the structural pressures of neoliberalism. A radical opportunist is radical, because s/he addresses 
radixes, the structural causes of problems encountered in curatorial practice. The term radical 
opportunism does not suggest an easy reconciliation between these two stances, but rather a 
constant friction between pragmatic concerns and political principles, between short-term 
individualism and communal sustenance, between independency and interdependency. I have 
addressed and analysed several manifestations of this basic friction in consecutive Chapters, 
dissecting how it unfolded in the cases of projects that have been submitted here as practical 
evidence. 
 There is another reason for introducing the term. Radical opportunism is not only an account 
of the ethical complexities facing politicised project-makers, but also supports my polemics with the 
proponents of merely cynical opportunism. By introducing the term radical opportunism, I emphasise 
that the dependency on opportunities can be utilised to instigate, limited in scale yet tangible, 
iterations of egalitarian self-organisation in the expanded field of art. Cynical opportunists, in 
contrast, utilise opportunities only for their own gain. Importantly, a cynical opportunist might have 
radical claims, i.e. his/her projects might disseminate critical content. However, for a cynical 
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opportunist, a radical claim is utilised as one of the means by which access to opportunities may be 
secured. In contrast, a radical opportunist identifies the apparatus as a site for political intervention, 
utilising opportunities in accordance with his/her political beliefs, even if confrontation with practical 
constraints results in ethical compromise and the deflation of radical claims. In this sense, 
paradoxically, radical opportunism might be less radical in claims, but is more politicised in practice. 
 In order to conceptualise this shift - from radical claims to politicised practice - I have utilised 
insights into Walter Benjamin's The Author as Producer to clarify my own position on curatorial 
politics. After Benjamin, I identify the apparatus of project-making as a site for politicised curatorial 
intervention.  I sideline the questions related to the aesthetical form of curatorial outputs in order to 
dissect and challenge the structural conditions of curatorial production. Because of this shift, I do not 
interpret the curatorial projects, which I have submitted, as discursive platforms or aesthetical 
propositions. Instead, I scrutinise the examples of curatorial practice as manifestations of the social 
pressures of project-making and as a site of politicised intervention.  
  I have argued in favour of this shift (from curatorial outputs to social forms of curatorial 
projects) throughout the thesis, contributing new insights to the debate concerning the relevancy of 
Benjamin's programme in contemporary conditions of production. I have claimed that Benjamin's 
propositions cannot simply be applied to the situation of 'independent' curators. In order to 
resonate, they need to be adjusted to the contemporary context. This basic assertion prompted the 
creation of my terms, such as radical opportunism or the apparatus of project-making, which both 
contribute to the discourse and revitalise the classical programme of Benajmin. In spite of this 
theoretical dispute, I contend that, especially under neoliberalism, a politicised curator cannot ignore 
the material conditions of cultural production and remain satisfied with disseminating political 
content in an unchanged apparatus. As an engaged practitioner, I argue that it is of foremost 
importance that mechanisms be devised to support politicised activities in the expanded field of 
artistic and curatorial practice. Throughout my argument, I have tried to pursue this line of 
reasoning, prompting the generation of new knowledge with reference to both politicised forms of 
project-making and the structural pressures of 'independent' curating.  
 
Self-reflective methodology 
  
 In order to analyse internal contradictions within politicised curatorial practice, I adopted a 
self-reflective methodology that links the sociological critique of the modes of curatorial production 
with insights into the processes of that production. By objectifying practical evidence, I establish new 
terms such as radical opportunism, free/slowness, 'neither a project nor an institution' and 
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interdependent curating. These heuristic schemes have a double function. Firstly, they facilitate the 
analysis of politicised responses to the structural pressures of project-making. Secondly, they support 
my argument for the politicisation of project-related modes of 'independent' curatorial practice. 
Consequently, these terms are essential to the provision of a response to my research question and 
the fulfilment of my research objectives. 
 The application of a self-reflective methodology had a significant impact on my research 
project, because I addressed and analysed the complexities and internal contradictions of my own 
position as a politicised curator. Through the course of self-reflection, I recognised the limits of 
curatorial agency and the contingencies of politicised practice, abandoning initial claims for curatorial 
transformation of the public sphere.  In order to account for the ambiguities, I establish terms, which, 
instead of trying to reconcile the contradictions inherent in politicised curating, emphasise the 
complex character of the practices that I try to clarify. I do not propose these terms as conclusions of 
the argument, but rather as conceptual props that open fields of investigation. For example, 
free/slowness is based on a linguistic slippage, which became a programmatic statement of the 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw. The term accounts for internal paradoxes of a tactic that merges 
slowness with accelerations in one curatorial practice. The term does not try to reconcile these 
contradictory stances, but rather utilises the tension between them to trigger theoretical reflection 
upon the plausibility of interrupting the interrupted rhythms of project-making.  
 My practice-based research does not pretend to exhaust the problematic of project-making 
and radical opportunism, but rather suggests additional fields of theoretical and practical research. I 
see further research potential in the following aspects: 
1. The thesis suggests the need for sociological study of politicised organisational models in the 
expanded field. A wider organisational survey could compare the tactics described in the 
context of interdependent curating with the practices which emerge in other circumstances. 
2. The insights into the structural pressures of project-making could inform comparative 
sociological and ethnological studies of project-related modes of production in various 
geographical and cultural contexts. For example, such research could study the impact of 
project-making on the artistic scenes in the Middle East, Central Asia, or the Caucasus. 
3. The thesis could be followed by critical research into the class, gender and race dynamics of 
project-making, issues deliberately sidelined by this argument. Such research could 
scrutinise, for example, entry requirements to project-related modes of production, position 
of gender in the division of labour or class distinctions in the 'independent' professions66. 
                                                          
66 The current research project of Free/Slow University of Warsaw addresses some of these problems, 
investigating social conditions of labour in Polish art scene as related to project-making, taking into account 
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4. I see the potential for further studies about the potential application of radical opportunism 
in the context of public art and site-specific art, also with regard to the relationship between 
politicised practitioners and the groups of engaged participants or wider public spheres, 
deliberately sidelined by the current study. 
5. I see potential for practice-related research that explores and tests interdependent models of 
authorship.  
 
 
The contingencies of politicised project-making  
 
 My second main claim to knowledge relates to the contingencies and features of politicised 
responses to the pressures discussed. In this respect, my practice-based methodology drives the 
investigations. I identify that the distinctive value of my contribution is provided by the tacit 
knowledge of an engaged practitioner and that my declared ethical position is especially pertinent to 
my claim that it is possible to politicise project-related modes of production. However, this argument 
is not merely a defence of curatorial independency, but rather a balanced account of the possibilities 
and practicalities of politicised project-making. The application of a self-reflective methodology to 
tacit knowledge exposes the intrinsic contradictions and practical challenges of this programme in 
two respects. Firstly, the application of the tools of critical sociology identified the apparatus of 
project-making as the proper loci of politicised intervention. Secondly, critical scrutiny revealed the 
intrinsic embedment of politicised practitioners in the structures from which they dissent. The thesis 
does not obfuscate with regard to these tensions, but rather utilises them in order to stimulate the 
argument, thus contributing new insights to the ongoing dispute about the modes of artistic 
production in the expanded field.  
 The thesis links a pragmatic assessment of the conditions of project-related production with 
the critical analysis of the embedment of the apparatus in neoliberalism. Throughout the thesis, I 
have advocated that it is necessary to critically engage with project-related modes of production 
rather than withdraw from the apparatus or condemn project-making as inevitably subsumed by 
neoliberalism. I acknowledge that the apparatus currently operates in accord with the structural 
pressures of neoliberalism. Yet, I argue that it is necessary to politicise the existing apparatus, 
because it provides production structures, resources and opportunities that facilitate 'independent' 
                                                                                                                                                                                     
class and gender dynamics of explored phenomena. See Appendix 1 Free/slow University of Warsaw, piece of 
evidence number eleven, file 1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research. 
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curating in the expanded field. I contend that due to the fundamental ambivalence of post-Fordism, 
project-related modes of production can be utilised for facilitating collective forms of autonomy. I 
acknowledge though that critical engagement with the apparatus does not result in the 
transformation of adverse conditions, but rather results in constant negotiations between practical 
constraints and political ambitions.   
 In order to substantiate my claims to knowledge, in the following paragraphs I will 
reflectively re-evaluate the curatorial projects submitted by using the terminology generated in the 
thesis. Even though Free/Slow University of Warsaw continues its tenuous existence as 'neither a 
project nor an institution', it is important to highlight the general contingency of the organisational 
tactics employed. Radical opportunism, when applied in the practice of F/SUW, does not lead to any 
permanent solutions. It is rather a continuous struggle to find temporary solutions to the structural 
pressures of the apparatus. In some moments, radical opportunism might alleviate some of the more 
harmful pressures, but other than that it does not resolve the basic contradictions of politicised 
project-making.  
 F/SUW as 'neither a project nor an institution' has to account for the fundamental divergence 
between the structural pressure for individual mobility and the politicised belief in the value of 
collective cooperation. This basic contradiction results in recurring frictions and crises, to which 
F/SUW needs to respond on a regular basis. For example, in the last months of 2014, after 
successfully completing our most recent project, the core membership of F/SUW changed. Some 
members of our team decided to focus on the development of their interests outside of Free/Slow 
University (i.e. one of them established his own enterprise, another embarked on his personal 
research). Due to this interruption, F/SUW has found it necessary to change its internal composition 
and evolve.  
 Another contradiction inherent to 'neither projects nor institutions' is the tension between 
the necessity to sustain one's own organisation, while avoiding structural pressures to self-
institutionalise as an exploitative project institution. In the case of F/SUW, we managed to keep 
balance between these two contradictory tendencies by symbiosis with Bęc Zmiana Foundation.  
However, recently, our foundational connection with Bęc Zmiana has weakened due to the general 
organisational precarity experienced on a regular basis by the Foundation.  
 I argue that the current problems of F/SUW only amplify the soundness of my theoretical 
arguments about the structural pressures intrinsic in the apparatus. I assess the interruptions 
experienced currently by F/SUW as being typical of the kind of crises caused by project-making. In 
light of my investigations, I interpret these frictions as challenges to be resolved by applying and 
furthering the tactics of radical opportunism, while remaining aware that none of these tactics will 
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resolve our problems once and for all. In this context, I would argue for the value of free/slowness, 
because this tactic aims at ensuring collective sustainability despite the interruptions induced by 
project-making. Following the line of my argument, I would suggest that currently F/SUW needs to 
instigate a period of slowing down. Such collective slowness would be a sensible reaction to the 
exhaustion caused by completing our most ambitious research programme to date. Instead of 
immediately embarking on other large projects, F/SUW needs to reflect on the conclusions of its 
research and disseminate them.  Possibly afterwards, we will again be able to accelerate, if and when 
there is a desire to do so.  
 It is important to remark that 'neither projects nor institutions' such as F/SUW need to evolve 
in order to contain the constant risk of organisational dissolution. The systems of 'neither projects 
nor institutions' are instigated in response to the recurring personal interruptions, induced by a 
systemically determined need for individual mobility and exhaustion resulting from the urge for over-
production. What proves especially important in such moments, are ties of trust and solidarity, which 
prevent the eruption of conflict and uncontrolled decomposition of a collective. In this sense, such 
collectives as F/SUW either dissolve or are able to combat the tendencies for unhampered 
individualism, by constituting interpersonal systems based on mutual respect. Because F/SUW 
managed to implement such practical measures, even though some of our colleagues left F/SUW, we 
remain on friendly terms and might enter into productive relationships on other occasions in the 
future.  The positive aspect of radical opportunism as a tactic aimed at accommodating systemic 
interruptions is the possibility to use tensions generated as an impulse for change. In response to the 
current tensions, we had to recompose our core team, and create a space for new people to enter. 
As a result, Joanna Figiel, a researcher and activist based in London and Warsaw, will cooperate with 
us on new projects. 
 I propose to look at our shifting relationship with Bęc Zmiana in the context of precarity and 
austerity induced by neoliberalism, acknowledging the fragility of our fundamental connection with 
the Foundation. I remain convinced that these ties, because of our mutual trust and 
interdependency, will not be severed entirely, even if they might be temporarily weakened. But the 
shifting relation with Bęc Zmiana highlights the tactical and contingent character of F/SUW's 
organisational models, which need to nimbly respond to the changing contexts instead of insisting on 
repeating the same patterns. This kind of situation only verifies the fact that radical opportunism is a 
tactic and not a strategy. Radical opportunism does not provide any permanent solutions to the 
structural pressures of project-making. However, it might alleviate some of their negative impact, 
considering systemic pressures as challenges prompting the development of new temporary 
solutions. In light of my arguments regarding the importance of balancing diverse economies of 
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'neither projects nor institutions', I would concur that F/SUW currently faces a challenge to look for 
other, possible sources of opportunity. Currently, before looking for another grant with Bęc Zmiana, 
we need to rely more on our own resources and voluntary labour. Additionally, we need to establish 
links with other institutions, which will enable us to retain our organisational capacities. Possibly, we 
will organise our new project in cooperation with the Museum of Modern Art in Warsaw, a regular 
public institution. At first glance, this might seem to be a contradiction, because instead of retaining 
our independence we will succumb to the authority of an institutional partner. But I rather perceive 
it as yet another consequence of the basic tension between radicalism and pragmatism, intrinsic to 
the Free/Slow University since its inception. F/SUW, in order to retain its partial autonomy from 
project-related opportunism, has never avoided cooperation with a variety of partners, including 
public institutions. In this respect our new temporary cooperation with a public institution does not 
change anything.  
 In light of my arguments about competitiveness, it is important to acknowledge another, 
more fundamental contradiction. F/SUW’s new project is the outcome of international European 
cooperation, in which we partake because of previous contacts and our reputation in this field. 
Obviously, F/SUW's participation signifies that some other people or institutions were not granted 
such rather prestigious opportunity. We tried to challenge this basic contradiction by evoking the 
spirit of interdependency, and utilising the opportunity granted for the benefit of a wider 
constituency. We proposed to frame this event as a summit on class composition in the art world. 
We attempted to use this opportunity in order to support the interdependent networks of art-
activists from Poland and Europe. I will discuss this relationship between opportunities and networks 
of mutual support in the following subsection on interdependent curating. 
 The recent developments in Critical Practice illustrate a general shift towards radical 
opportunism, resulting from internal debates about the economic foundations of the cluster. On the 
one hand, Critical Practice can be considered to be an example of collective sustainability, 
comparable to free/slowness in its insistence on conducting long-term studies despite project-
related logic. Even though projects such as Parade and Critical Economic Practice finished a long time 
ago and one of them was not even realised, their legacy prompted the development of new research 
programmes of Critical Practice. Due to the resilience intrinsic to the open organisational codes of 
CP, after four years of attempts we will conclude our research into the notions of value with the 
event planned for July 2015 called #Transacting. A Market of Values.  
 On the other hand, Critical Practice's long-term research activities have been conducted by 
mobilising the voluntary involvement of its members. CP’s shift in the direction of radical 
opportunism was prompted precisely by the internal critique of CP's overreliance on the unpaid 
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contributions of its sympathisers. As a result of those debates, CP attempted to balance its internal 
economies by finding and utilising opportunities. To realise #Transacting in a more financially 
sustainable manner, CP has successfully applied for different sources of project funding (Arts Council 
England, various research funds). Importantly, while doing so, CP refused to conform to the 
structural pressures of the apparatus. While managing resources granted, CP remains committed to 
the notions of interdependency. #Transacting is not only imagined as a public performance of various 
modes of evaluation, which unfold beyond the confines of neoliberalism. It also performs 
cooperative values by moulding organisational processes accordingly - the budgets are transparent, 
decisions are taken collectively, the workload, resources and credits are shared appropriately 
between all participants involved. However, the future of CP as a research cluster remains uncertain. 
It is hard to predict whether #Transacting will not be the last project of CP, at least for some of the 
current members of the cluster, who look for more economically sustainable ways of supporting their 
practice. In this sense, Critical Practice, comparably to other forms of radical opportunism, is not able 
to overcome the structural pressures of neoliberalism.  
 Reflectively analysing such projects as the KNOT and Disappearing, I acknowledge that these 
projects were not able to cope with the general short-termism of project-related apparatuses. In the 
case of Disappearing, the project was referred to here as an example of subversive project art, which 
did not attempt to intervene in the project-related apparatuses. On the other hand, the KNOT can be 
considered as an invaluable lesson in radical pragmatism, which provides only partial solutions to the 
problems encountered, responding to some aspects of the apparatus (i.e. mechanisms of authoring), 
while succumbing to other pressures (i.e. short-termism).  The KNOT had an ambition to challenge 
the structural pressures of short-termism, as a Temporary Curatorial Collective an attempt was made 
to revive the KNOT after the project funding had ended, but failed. This forced closure of the project 
was caused equally by the tendencies present among members of our team, and the general lack of 
opportunities to carry on with the project. On the other hand, I consider the KNOT as a success in 
other ways. The project provided an opportunity to test in practice different techniques of 
interdependent curating. These curatorial frameworks were not suited to combat short-termism, but 
provided other critical advantages, transgressing boundaries between curators, artists and support 
personnel, instigating advanced systems of cross-disciplinary cooperation and expanding 
mechanisms of authorial attribution. Even though the KNOT as a project will not be reactivated, the 
results of its practical experiments can be applied to other projects, in order to transgress the 
professional divisions in artistic projects and disrupt the stringent confines of reputational 
economies.  
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Interdependent curating 
 
 One of my main contributions to furthering the debate in relation to the conditions of 
curatorial production is the notion of 'interdependent curating'. By proposing this term, I conduct 
two operations. Firstly, I expose and criticise the intrinsic link between independency, neoliberalism, 
exploitation and exclusion. Secondly, I emphasise the importance of recognising and fostering the 
collective foundations of personal autonomy. In this way, I acknowledge the criticism of project-
related independency while framing it discursively as a practical challenge rather than structural 
inevitability. In order to achieve a balanced understanding of the situation, I utilise my practice-based 
methodology, which employs both tools of critical sociology and the tacit knowledge generated 
through collective forms of resistance.  
 I argue for the potential of interdependent curating as a practical and conceptual proposition 
that reconnects the tactical level of a politicised curatorial action with a strategic level of collective 
politics. Interdependent curating fundamentally differs from the individualistic, cynical and 
opportunistic forms of 'independency' by recognising and acting upon the communal 
interdependency of practitioners involved in curatorial projects and collectives. I identify 
interdependent practices as already contributing to the existing systems of interdependent 
cooperation that function on the verge of international art networks. Hence, the programme of 
interdependent curating emerges from the analysis of the tacit knowledge embedded in politicised 
curating. In order to amplify this claim, let me refer to the recent developments of Free/Slow 
University of Warsaw. Since May 2013 some members of F/SUW have engaged in the process of 
organising a trade union of Polish art workers. Importantly for the conclusions of my research, the 
trade union was established by the cultural producers in their mid-careers, who are not yet excluded, 
but are at constant risk of precarity and exclusion, being well aware of the dangers inherent to their 
condition. The Commission of Art Workers organised itself in the larger framework of an anarchist 
trade union Workers Initiative67. It connects struggles for the betterment of the welfare of cultural 
producers with the more general criticism of precarious labour conditions. The Commission actively 
animates a public debate in Poland on these issues and reflects such discussions in Europe and in the 
USA, being in contact with artistic trade unions and activists from elsewhere. In response to the art 
workers' initiative, F/SUW has rearticulated its research in order to support their efforts, in the 
                                                          
67 http://www.ozzip.pl/ 
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general spirit of interdependent project-making. Our recent report The Art Factory (Kozlowski at al. 
2014) discussed labour conditions in the Polish scene of visual arts, providing research-based 
arguments for the public advocacy on art workers' welfare. F/SUW's next summit, planned for 
Autumn 2015, will utilise this opportunity to facilitate the exchange of Polish art activists with other 
groups from abroad. We will focus on the techniques of politicised struggle in the expanded field of 
art, such as art unionism, political performances, certificates of good practices, and occupations. We 
hope that such exchange will support the Commission, which on a daily basis has to struggle against 
the general atomisation and depoliticisation of cultural producers.  In this way, F/SUW attempts to 
implement the principles of interdependent curating, which by facilitating the networks of mutual 
support challenges the mechanisms of systemic exclusion. By cooperating with groups of politicised 
cultural producers, interdependent curators, such as myself, try to contribute to establishing shared 
spaces, where potentially excluded project-makers can socialise. In such micro-public spheres, those 
who are at risk of exclusion can communicate with each other, formulate critique of the current 
systems of production and forge ties of collective solidarity. Such communities of interdependent 
practitioners are able to formulate strategic programmes of social transformation and potentially 
self-organise into a political force. By radically utilising existing networks and opportunities, 
interdependent curating attempts to support the emergence of nascent public spheres, where 
cultural producers are able to formulate and publically communicate the critique of neoliberalism as 
a structural cause of precarity, inequality and exclusion. 
 In my future curatorial projects, I plan to test the capacities of interdependent curating to 
facilitate aesthetical and curatorial experiments. Even though in this practice-based research I shifted 
my attention from curatorial content to the social form of curating, I contend that an interdependent 
curator can both intervene in the social form of curating and experiment with the outputs of 
curatorial projects.  Many of the tactics presented here widen the scope of potential, curatorial 
expression, without prescribing the direction of potential curatorial exploration. Free/slowness 
enables interdependent collectives to interrupt the interrupted rhythms of project-making, 
consequently freeing collective industriousness from the imposition of temporal structures. 'Neither 
a project nor an institution' subverts the modes of governance characteristic of project art, widening 
the scope of curatorial autonomy from the dependency on the flow of opportunities. Interdependent 
curating facilitates curatorial and artistic creativity in spite of the pressures of reputational 
hierarchies and fear of exclusion, thus facilitating curatorial experimentation. Thus, by challenging 
the conditions of curatorial production under neoliberalism, radical opportunism opens a field of 
curatorial experimentation with both social and aesthetical forms, which I plan to explore in my 
future curatorial projects.  
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Note of clarification: the four appendices presented here are oriented around particular programmes 
and (or) projects and illustrated by several documents serving here as evidence of practice. All the 
documents (catalogues, case studies, papers, excerpts from web pages, emails) are submitted on the 
attached DVD. Each Appendix is related to a particular folder (i.e. Appendix 3 the KNOT refers to 
folder 3_KNOT). Every item in the folders relates to a particular entry described in the Appendices. 
Every item submitted is catalogued using a similar system <number of Appendix>_<name of 
programme>_<evidence number>_<name of evidence>. For example, the file 
2_CP_02_Berlin_Wire_Case _Study relates to the case study called Berlin Wire, which is the second 
item in the Appendix 2.  
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Appendix  1 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw 
 
General character of submitted practice: F/SUW is an unofficial research collective (2009-2014), 
which investigates conditions of contemporary cultural production, is involved in politicised self-
education, partakes in public debates regarding cultural policies and publishes related materials. 
 
Rationale of inclusion: F/SUW serves as the main point of reference for the argument. The 
fundamental curatorial concepts proposed by the thesis are discussed in relation to F/SUW, its 
specific organisational form, internal economies, temporal structures, position in and relation to the 
artistic network. F/SUW is referenced throughout the argument, especially in Chapters 2, 3, and 4.  
 
Description: The official blurb of the Free / Slow University of Warsaw says: 'F/SUW is a nomadic 
centre of interdisciplinary studies, critical reflection, and independent thinking about art and society. 
F/SUW operates in parallel with official centres of artistic and academic education. Its principle is to 
combine theory with praxis and culture with its social context. F/SUW is an informal research centre, 
within the framework of which we experiment with various forms of the generation and 
communication of knowledge'68 
 F/SUW was established in 2009 as a result of cooperation between myself, working as an 
'independent' curator and Bogna Świątkowska, the chairman and artistic director of Bęc Zmiana 
Foundation of Warsaw. The team of F/SUW consists of a programmatic board and many other close 
partners, named in the detailed description of the project. As an informal initiative, F/SUW does not 
have any official structures, charter or legal status. F/SUW's members are linked by a common 
affinity towards values, organisational strategy and the research culture that it represents. 
 The establishment of F/SUW was motivated especially by reflective dissent from the 
conditions of cultural production regulated by project-making. It was rooted in our experiences with 
systems of contemporary cultural production, which we recognised as hindering radical artistic and 
organisational experiments. Initiators of F/SUW approached these problems as practitioners, 
involved in organising several projects annually. The aim of F/SUW was to fill the gap in critical 
reflection upon the conditions of cultural production under neoliberalism. A small group of fellow 
cultural practitioners, sharing similar discontent, gradually joined us to form the curriculum of the 
Free/Slow University of Warsaw.  
                                                          
68 http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/wuw.php?lang=eng 
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 In the first year of operation, F/SUW directly opposed attempts to conduct neoliberal 
reforms of Polish cultural policies, to which F/SUW responded by organising a series of critical 
discussions, seminars, bar-camps, workshops (File: 1_F/SUW_05_2009_Programme)  and by 
formulating a discursive critique of the neoliberal revamping of cultural policies. F/SUW's 2009 
program  started with the publication of the Polish translation of the critical report European Cultural 
Policies 2015 (Lind and Minichbauer 2009) and commenced with the international summit Our way 
by the way. New strategies for culture, organised in Warsaw in December 2009 (File: 
1_FSUW_06_Our_Way). The general mood of those events was best expressed in the Manifesto of 
the Committee for Radical Change in Culture (File: 1_FSUW_04_Manifesto_Radical_Change), in which 
together with a collective of other authors we wrote:  
 For the Polish authorities, culture appears to be just another life-sphere ready to be 
 colonized by neoliberal capitalism. Attempts are being made to persuade us that the ‘free’ 
 market, productivity and income oriented activities are the only rational, feasible and 
 universal laws for social development. This is a lie. (...) It is not culture that needs “business 
 exercises” it is the market that needs a cultural revolution. (Committee for the Radical 
 Change in Culture 2009 p.1) 
This general statement still informs the agenda of F/SUW, though concurrent F/SUW programmes 
shifted gradually from direct involvement in policy making towards research oriented activities.  This 
change of focus was motivated by the influx of academically affiliated core members (such as Michał 
Kozłowski, Janek Sowa and Krystian Szadkowski) and my own PhD research that started in the Fall of 
2009.  In 2010, we organised a cycle of reading groups and a summit Creative industries and factories 
of knowledge: analysis and resistance (File: 1_FSUW_08_Creative_Industries_Summit) during which 
we analysed the process of commoditisation and industrialisation of both the educational field and 
cultural production. In 2011, we proceeded with organising a Summer Camp (File: 
1_FSUW_09_Summer_Camp) and an international conference Labour of the multitudes? The political 
economy of social creativity (File: 1_FSUW_10_Labour_Multitude_Conference)69, which facilitated 
theoretical discussion about the conditions of value production in neoliberal capitalism. Currently, 
F/SUW is working on a sociological research program regarding the division and conditions of labour 
in the Polish art scene that encompasses surveys, case studies and panels, which will be finalised 
commenced in Fall 2014 (1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research). The past projects of F/SUW 
has concluded with a series of publications, such as the report European Cultural Policies 2015, the 
book Culture. Not profit. Readings for Artworkers [(Szreder 2009), file: 
                                                          
69 http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/program.php?lang=eng&page=wydarzenia&id=110&mod=opis 
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1_FSUW_12_Readings_Art_Workers_Online], the online repository  Creative Industries and 
Knowledge Factories: Analysis and Resistance [(Gruszczynski et al. 2010), file: 
1_FSUW_13_Creative_Industries_Online] the polish translation of Ivan Illich's Deschooling Society 
(Illich 2010), the post-conference publication Joy Forever. The political economy of social creativity  
[(Kozlowski et al. 2011 English translation in process), file: 1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever). 
 All those actions were explicitly or implicitly critical of grant systems and contemporary 
cultural policies. However, F/SUW's projects have been supported by public grants secured and 
received by F/SUW in cooperation with Bęc Zmiana Foundation. The summary of F/SUW's 
applications between 2009 and 2012 is provided in file 1_FSUW_01_Budget_2009_2014. 
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Detailed information about the collective 
 
My curatorial relation to F/SUW: curator, initiator, member of informal programming board  
Folder with evidence of practice: 1_FSUW 
Web page: http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/index.php?lang=eng 
Programming board of F/SUW: Michał Kozłowski, Janek Sowa, Kuba Szreder, Bogna Świątkowska, 
Szymon Żydek  
Additional curators of F/SUW programmes: Kasia Chmielewska, Joanna Figiel, Mirosław Filiciak, 
Mikołaj Iwański, Agnieszka Kurant, Ewa Majewska, Krystian Szadkowski, Anna Zawadzka, Tomasz Żuk 
Participants of F/SUW programmes: the programme of F/SUW was developed with over 150 
theoreticians, artists, activists, curators and other cultural producers coming from Poland and several 
other countries, detailed information in the particular documents. 
Official organising institution: Foundation Bęc Zmiana (http://www.funbec.eu/english.html) 
Funders of F/SUW programmes: Municipality of Warsaw, Polish Ministry of Culture and National 
Heritage 
Years of operation: 2009 - ongoing 
Places of operation: F/SUW is based in Warsaw, frequently partakes in international conferences and 
art events 
Estimated budget: 122,000 GBP since 2009 (counting official grants and not other kinds of 
commissions or self-provisions) 
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List of evidence 
 
1. Submission: Summary of F/SUW's applications 
File: 1_FSUW_01_Budget_2009_2014 
Description: the spreadsheet documents all the attempted, failed and successful applications of 
F/SUW, presenting F/SUW's relationship with grant systems. The document is referenced in several 
Chapters, but especially when discussing F/SUW's organisational tactics in Chapter 3. 
 
2. Submission: Case study Politicising project-makers as art workers under neoliberalism  
File: 1_FSUW_02_Art_Workers_Case_Study 
Description: initially, the case study was intended to be part of the thesis. I moved it to the 
Appendices, because of its detailed focus on the particular case of F/SUW's research into conditions 
of cultural labour in late capitalism. The case study discusses F/SUW's approach to the paradoxical 
figure of the art worker, analysing the position of contemporary project-makers in the systems of 
cultural production. I allude to this case study directly and indirectly throughout the thesis. 
 
3. Submission: Text Cruel Economy of Authorship (Szreder 2013) 
File: 1_FSUW_03_Cruel_Economy_Authorship 
Description: I submit this text, originally published in the book Undoing Property (Lewandowska and 
Ptak 2013), because it contains a detailed analysis of the practices and processes of F/SUW related to 
the economies of authorship. The text rehearses various concepts, such as 'authorial attribution', 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
4. Submission: Manifesto of the Committee for Radical Change in Culture  (Committee for the Radical 
Change in Culture 2009) 
File: 1_FSUW_04_Manifesto_Radical_Change 
Description: The Manifesto was written by a group of cultural producers surrounding F/SUW in 2009 
(Roman Dziadkiewicz, Grzegorz Jankowicz, Zbigniew Libera, Ewa Majewska, Lidia Makowska, Natalia 
Romik, Janek Simon, Jan Sowa, Kuba Szreder, Bogna Swiatkowska, Joanna Warsza) and was 
undersigned by more than 300 others. I submit the Manifesto in order to present the initial, political 
programme of F/SUW, its critique of neoliberal cultural policies and the demands of F/SUW for a 
'radical change in culture'. I quote the Manifesto in the general description of F/SUW formulated 
here. I recommend the reader to become acquainted with the Manifesto, because it signifies the 
general, political direction of F/SUW. 
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5. Submission: Summary of 2009 F/SUW's edition 
File: 1_F/SUW_05_2009_Programme 
Description: a PDF assembles several excerpts from F/SUW's web page, which document various 
events realised in the scope of F/SUW's 2009 edition. I refer to the 2009 edition particularly in the 
context of F/SUW's politicised responses to the temporal pressures of the apparatus (Chapter 2).  
 
6. Submission: Information on the Summit Our Way by the Way 
File: 1_FSUW_06_Our_Way _Summit 
WWW: http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/program.php?lang=eng&page=wydarzenia&id=63&mod=opis 
Description: I present the www entry documenting the summit organised by F/SUW in December 
2009. The summit recapitulated F/SUW's programmatic focus on cultural policies in Poland and 
abroad, discussing alternative systems of financing culture. The summit consisted of several talks, 
lectures, workshops, concerts and panels. I submit it here as part of F/SUW's general focus on the 
economies of cultural production, developed over consecutive projects. The methods adopted by 
F/SUW in order to programme its activities are discussed especially in Chapters 2 and 3. The summit 
serve also as an example of F/SUW's involvement in constituting networks with affiliated politicised 
individuals and initiatives, the importance of which is discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
7. Submission: Text Instead of an introduction or a statistical portrait of the Free/Slow University of 
Warsaw (Szreder 2009) 
File: 1_FSUW_07_Statistical_Portrait_Text 
Description: the Statistical portrait of F/SUW subverts a form of typical grant reporting, usually 
focused on several quantifications. The purpose of the text is to unveil the organisational reality of 
conducting curatorial projects, thus contributing to the debate in regard to cultural policies.  I refer 
to the text directly when discussing F/SUW's attempts at recuperating cycles of cultural production in 
Chapter 2. 
 
8. Submission: Information concerning the Summit Creative industries and factories of knowledge: 
analysis and resistance 
File: 1_FSUW_08_Creative_Industries_Summit 
WWW: http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/program.php?lang=eng&page=wydarzenia&id=95&mod=opis 
Description: The attached PDF is an excerpt from FSUW's web page announcing the summit. The 
summit was organised in 2010 in order to create parallels between neoliberal transformation of 
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cultural production and systems of higher education. The summit analysed the general tendency of 
neoliberalism to industrialise cultural and academic production. The summit was organised as an 
intense working session in order to facilitate a collective exploration of the issues raised. I refer to 
the summit as an example of programmatic developments of F/SUW and F/SUW's contribution to 
international networks of politicised cultural producers (similar to entry number 6). 
 
9. Submission: Letter of invitation and general information about Summer Camp  
File: 1_FSUW_09_Summer_Camp 
Description: The attached PDF documents F/SUW's Summer Camp, organised in 2011 with the title 
...without money. F/SUW elicited non-monetary provisions and voluntary involvement of F/SUW's 
team and supporters in order to organise the Camp, which facilitated multifaceted, collective 
exchanges in an informal setup. I refer to the camp in order to discuss the internal economies of 
F/SUW in Chapter 3. 
 
10. Submission: Information about the conference Labour of the multitudes? The political economy 
of social creativity 
File: 1_FSUW_10_Labour_Multitude_Conference 
Description: The PDF documents a conference organised by F/SUW in 2011 as part of its ongoing 
interests into the 'political economy of creativity', further developing interests from the 2009 and 
2010 editions (entries 6 and 8) and  contributing to the international network. I refer to the 
conference in order to discuss issues related to the development of F/SUW's programmes. 
 
11. Submission: General information and visual survey related to the research programme Division 
and Conditions of Labour in Polish Contemporary Art Field 
File: 1_FSUW_11_Division_of_Labour_Research 
Description: The information about F/SUW's ongoing research programme explains its basic 
premises and constitutive parts. The research, realised in 2013 and 2014, is a sociological study about 
conditions and division of labour in the field of art in Poland. The study evolved from the discursive 
explorations of the relations of production characteristic of art, organised by F/SUW in the years 
2009-2012. The current research programme applies these general theories to the social reality of 
the field of art in Poland, using several sociological methods (surveys, panels, etc.). I attach the visual 
survey, conducted with 100 respondents in Poland (in Polish). I refer to the programme in order to 
discuss F/SUW's programmatic focus on relations in cultural production. 
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12. Submission: online version of the publication Culture. Not profit. Readings for Artworkers 
File: 1_FSUW_12_Readings_Art_Workers_Online 
WWW: http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/czytankid.php?lang=eng 
Description: The online version of the book summarising the 2009 edition of F/SUW. It is an open 
and accessible repository of texts and interviews on the topics of cultural policies, self-organisation, 
alternative systems of financing culture, etc. I attach the PDF with the direction to the web page, 
where all the texts are freely accessible. I refer to the repository in the context of F/SUW in relation 
to publishing and programming, discussed directly and indirectly in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 
 
13. Submission: online repository Creative Industries and Knowledge Factories: Analysis and 
Resistance  
File: 1_FSUW_13_Creative_Industries_Online 
WWW: http://www.wuw-warsaw.pl/raport2010.php?lang=eng 
Description: The online repository of materials generated during the 2010 Summit of F/SUW. The 
repository consists of video documentation and short entries concerning the industrialisation of 
culture and higher education. I attach the PDF with the direction to the web page, where all 
materials are freely accessible. I refer to the repository in the context of F/SUW in relation to 
publishing and programming, discussed directly and indirectly in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 
 
14. Submission: information about the book Joy Forever The political economy of social creativity 
Files: 1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever_A - English description 
1_FSUW_14_Joy_Forever_B - Polish version of the book 
Description: I attach the English description of the book, which was published in Polish in 2011 after 
the conference Labour of the multitudes? The political economy of social creativity. The English 
version is still in the process of production and should be released by the autumn of 2014. The book 
discusses the topics of the political economy of social creativity, especially in the context of 
contemporary artistic production. I submit the book as an example of the publishing activities of 
F/SUW. I refer to the book as an example of alternative authorial systems adopted by F/SUW, 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
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Appendix  2 
Critical Practice (CP) 
 
General character of submitted practice: Critical Practice is a self-organised research cluster and 
platform for critical artistic exploration and production. 
 
Rationale of submission: I do not consider the general form of Critical Practice to be an example of 
my individual curatorial practice, but refer to it as a point of comparison in order to highlight the 
specificity of the Free/Slow University of Warsaw and my other curatorial programmes. I attach the 
documentation of particular projects (Parade and Critical Economic Practice) as evidence of my 
curatorial practice because I have contributed significantly to their curatorial form. The reasons for 
their submission are presented in the descriptions of the particular items of evidence. 
 
Description: I started to work with Critical Practice in 2008 and since then I have participated in the 
manifold activities of a cluster. As any other member of Critical Practice, I am involved in several 
capacities: managing the organisation, editing wiki, programming and curating events, inventing and 
organising new projects.  Since 2008, I have been involved in several events, such as Parade. Modes 
of Assembly and Forms (2008 - 2010), Market of Evaluation (2011 - ongoing), Critical Economic 
Practice (2011), Spaces and Values (2012), P2P Exchange (2012). With Critical Practice, I have 
experimented on various alternative modes of producing and exchanging knowledge, such as 
'markets of ideas' (distributed conferences), 'barcamps' (self-organised seminars), 'walks and talks' 
(discursive walks). CP specialises in facilitating research programmes, developing the interests of CP 
members in the long-term perspective, using interdisciplinary methods, such as public interventions, 
artistic activities, and theoretical exploration. Currently, we investigate notions of value, valorisation 
and evaluation, which will commence in Spring 2015 with a public event.  On its wiki, Critical Practice 
self-represents itself in the following manner:  
 'Critical Practice is a cluster of individual artists, designers, curators and other researchers, 
supported by Chelsea College of Art & Design, London. Through our Aims we intend to support 
critical practice within art, the field of culture and organization.  
 We have a longstanding interest in public goods, spaces, services and knowledge, and a track 
record of producing original participatory events, like Parade an international series of events 
exploring the disagreeable, contentious, exhilarating, messy, efficient, live, improvisatory and 
provisional nature of Being in Public.  
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 Critical Practice seeks to avoid the passive reproduction of art, and uncritical cultural 
production. Our research, projects, exhibitions, publications and funding, our very constitution and 
administration are legitimate subjects of critical enquiry. All art is organised, so we are trying to be 
sensitive to issues of governance. Governance emerges whenever there is a deliberate organisation 
of interactions between people, we are striving to be an 'open' organization, and to make all 
decisions, processes and production, accessible and transparent. We post all agendas, minutes, 
budget and decision-making processes online for public scrutiny.  
 The research elements pursued under the auspices of Critical Practice will engage with the 
various forces that are implicated in the making of art, and the increasingly devolved experience of 
art made available through art institutions to their audiences. We will explore new models for 
creative practice, and engage those models in appropriate public forums, both nationally and 
internationally; we envisage participation in exhibitions and the institutions of exhibition, seminar 
and unconferences, film, concert and other event programmes. We will work with archives and 
collections, publication, broadcast and other distributive media; while actively seeking to 
collaborate.' 
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Detailed information about the collective 
 
My curatorial relation to CP: an active member of the cluster; initiating, curating, programming and 
realising several projects of CP. 
Folder with evidence of practice: 2_CP 
Web page: http://www.criticalpracticechelsea.org/wiki/index.php?title=Main_Page 
Active members of CP: in time of realisation of submitted projects in CP participated mainly: Metod 
Blejec, Marsha Bradfield, Cinzia Cremona, Neil Cummings, Karem Ibrahim, Michaela Ross, Scott 
Schwager  
Participants of CP programmes: the programme of CP has been developed with a group of cultural 
producers, mainly from London, detailed lists attached in the particular documents. 
Official affiliation: Critical Practice is a research cluster of Chelsea College of Art and Design in 
London 
CP sources of financing: Critical Practice is mainly self-funded and supported by volunteer labour, it 
receives research funds from Chelsea College and various commissions from international art events 
and art institutions, Parade. Modes of Assembly and Forms of Address was financed by Adam 
Mickiewicz Institute from Poland  
Years of operation: 2009 - ongoing 
Places of operation: CP operates mainly in London and partakes in some international art events  
Estimated budget: ca. 30,000 GBP between 2009 and 2014 
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List of evidence 
 
1. Submission: Catalogue of Parade: Modes of Assembly and Forms of Address (Critical Practice 2011) 
File: 2_CP_01_Parade_Catalogue 
Description: The catalogue of Parade thoroughly documents the research activities and 
organisational process which led to the final event in May 2010 in London. Parade explored the 
notion of 'being in public', 'forms of address' and 'modes of assembly' in a series of barcamps, 
markets of ideas, artistic commissions, architectural environments and public interventions in 
Warsaw and London. Parade was funded by Chelsea College of Art and Design, and by Adam 
Mickiewicz Institute, as part of Polska!Year in 2010, an official year of Polish culture in Great Britain. 
Parade is submitted here in order to discuss subversive and critical responses to modes of 
governance characteristic of project-making, dissected in Chapter 3. Additionally, Parade illustrates 
my initial research interests, originally oriented towards the notion of the counter-public sphere. 
 
2. Submission: Berlin Wire, a case study of Critical Economic Practice at 7th edition of Berlin Biennale 
(Bradfield and Szreder 2013) 
File: 2_CP_02_Berlin_Wire_Case _Study  
Description: Case study documents an attempt to realise Critical Economic Practice at the 7th edition 
of the Berlin Biennale. Invited by curators of the Biennale, Artur Żmijewski and Joanna Warsza , 
Marsha Bradfield and Kuba Szreder engaged in the negotiations to partially transform the 
organisational and economic systems underpinning the Biennale. Eventually, CEP was not realised, 
due to what we identified as 'institutional immunology'. Berlin Wire analyses the process and causes 
of this fiasco. Case study is referenced in Chapter 1 in order to discuss the limits of radical 
opportunism.  
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Appendix  3 
The KNOT 
 
General character of submitted practice: The KNOT was a mobile experiment in urban and public 
spaces, set in different locations in Berlin, Bucharest and Warsaw in 2010. 
 
Rationale of inclusion: I refer to the KNOT as an example of a complex curatorial commission in 
public space, in which the implemented politicised curatorial tactics related to extending authorship 
and modifying division of labour, discussed in Chapter 4.  
 
Description: The KNOT was a mobile public project organised in Berlin, Warsaw and Bucharest 
between May and October 2010. The physical core of the project consisted of a specially designed 
structure, adaptable to different urban situations, easily expandable and transportable. Conceived by 
architectural office raumlabor_berlin, the material component of the KNOT (called The Mobile Unit) 
comprised of a truck with unfolded stage, office and storage, inflatable tents, city mattress, field 
kitchen compound, other furniture and garden tents. It served as a multifunctional venue, providing 
a space of production, manufacture workshop, office, kitchen, café, laboratory, classroom, stage, 
dormitory, disco, exhibition space, and archive. 
During the course of the project the Mobile Unit was set in various urban locations in: 
Berlin: Kulturforum (28.04.2010 - 02.05.2010), Mariannenplatz (03.05.2010 - 16.05.2010) and former 
Tempelhoff Airport  (17.05.2010 - 30.05.2010) 
Warsaw: Pola Mokotowskie (17.06. 2010 - 20.06.2010), Kopa Cwila in Ursynow district (22.06.2010 - 
04.07.2010) and Konopacki Palast in Praga Polnoc 06.07 - 18.07.2010) 
Bucharest: Park Carol (08.10.2010 - 31.10.2010)  
The KNOT was the centre of publically accessible activities, all of these activities available free of 
charge, with a program comprised of new artistic commissions (installations, actions), urbanism 
workshops, speeches, discussions, culinary workshops, performances, participatory actions, 
screenings, reading groups, alternative sports, and music concerts. There was no direct focus in 
programming, though the most popular strand was related to the public space and urban activism. 
Altogether the KNOT organized over 150 activities in three cities (around 60 in Warsaw alone), 
inviting over 250 cultural producers to participate (more than 100 in Warsaw). 
 As a Temporary Curatorial Collective, we imagined the KNOT to be a nomadic zone of 
experimentation, exploring models of social interaction, fundamental to constituting public 
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assemblies and producing public spaces. The KNOT was supposed to work as a transformer of urban 
space, a tool for finding alternative ways of using public spaces. Simultaneously, the KNOT worked as 
a place to examine the relationships between individuals, groups, the public and places of 
interaction. The project responded to the increasingly normative ways in which these relationships 
are defined in our current societies. We experimented with modes of social and cultural activities 
based upon cooperation and self-empowerment. Our intention was to explore the potential of 
nomadic and temporary communities as a tool for creating an alternative notion of the city, apart 
from its current capitalist vision.  
 To accomplish these goals we invited a group of cultural producers to activate the KNOT, not 
only counting on their professional skills, but also their physical company, their desires and 
imaginative will. Our aim was to assemble a protean crew of cultural producers, who would animate 
the KNOT, acting as its hosts and guests. We hoped that it would lead to the constitution of a 
temporary community, which could expand to various members of public, disrupting the clear 
division between the KNOT and its physical and social surrounding. 
 The KNOT was not planned to be ‘just another mobile festival centre’, in which various 
cultural activities would be disseminated to a passive audience.  We imagined the KNOT to be a living 
organism that would slowly integrate into the life of the city, being at the same time an 
enhancement of public space and an obstacle disrupting the daily habits and rituals of the users of 
the city, which are normatively reproducing it on a daily basis. 
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Detailed information about the project 
 
My curatorial relation to the project: initiator and curator, together with other members of 
Temporary Curatorial Collective  
Folder with evidence of practice: 3_KNOT 
Web page: http://knotland.net/ 
Temporary Curatorial Collective: Markus Bader (raumlabor_berlin), Oliver Baurhenn 
(Clubtransmediale, Berlin), Kuba Szreder (a freelance curator from Warsaw), Raluca Voinea (e.cart 
Romania) 
Team of the KNOT: the KNOT engaged over 50 members of the technical team and over 200 
participating artists, activists, architects and lecturers. A complete list is provided in the catalogue. 
Consortium of organising institutions: Goethe Institute Warsaw, Polish Institute Berlin, 
raumlabor_berlin, e-cart Romania  
Sources of funding: European Union funding programme Culture 2007, Haupstadt Kulturfond Berlin, 
Municipality of Warsaw, Polish Institute in Bucharest, Romanian Institute in Berlin and Warsaw  
Years of operation: 2009 - 2011 (realisation 2010) 
Places of operation: Berlin, Warsaw, Bucharest 
Estimated budget: ca. 450,000 GBP 
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List of evidence 
 
1. Submission: Catalogue The KNOT (Bader et al. 2011) 
File: 3_KNOT_01_KNOT_Catalogue 
Description: the KNOT catalogue thoroughly documents the process of realisation of the programme 
on its consecutive stages in Berlin, Warsaw and Bucharest. The book takes the form of a collective, 
visual memoire, combining documentary photos, references to various realisations, drawings, 
personal anecdotes. I refer to the catalogue in Chapter 4, while discussing systems of extending 
authorship. 
 
2. Submission: Case study Division of labour in the KNOT during its Warsaw phase of realisation 
File: 3_KNOT_02_Division_Labour_Case _Study 
Description: The case study analyses thoroughly the organisational systems of the KNOT during its 
Warsaw phase of realisation. The case study was conducted in relation to the initial research focus. 
The case study documents the evolution of my research interests from the exploration of the public 
sphere to the organisational apparatuses of curating. I partially base my analysis of the division of 
labour in the arts in Chapter 4 on the insights generated in the case study. 
 
3. Submission: Case study The KNOT Caravan as an experiment with models of organising cultural 
production 
File: 3_KNOT_03_Caravan_Case _Study 
Description: The case study analyses the KNOT Caravan, the project realised in the Bucharest phase 
of the KNOT. The Caravan facilitated the participation of all members of the KNOT team in Warsaw 
(technicians, assistants, administrators, artists, curators) in creating the programme of the KNOT in 
Bucharest edition. The Caravan was supposed to respond to the drawbacks identified in the 
organisation of labour in the Berlin and Warsaw phases (described in entry number 2), aimed at 
revamping the divisions of labour characteristic of public art. Similar to entry number 2, the case 
study was conducted in relation to the initial research claims, describing how curatorial projects can 
contribute to establishing 'new public assemblies'. At the same time, the case study documents my 
focus on the critical, curatorial responses to the 'models of organising cultural production', which in 
the course of the research evolved into the notion of radical opportunism.  I refer to the case study in 
Chapter 4 when I discuss models of subverting division of labour. 
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Appendix  4 
Disappearing 
 
General character of submitted practice: Disappearing was a series of artistic commisions conducted 
in Warsaw in 2009. 
 
Rationale of inclusion: I refer to Disappearing as an example of curatorial subversion of the modes of 
governance related to the various grant schemes, discussed in Chapter 3. 
 
Description: Disappearing was a curatorial response to the programme of public funding announced 
by the Municipality of Warsaw in Winter 2009. The programme commissioned artistic, social and 
urban initiatives aimed at urban regeneration and promotion of the neglected riverbanks of Warsaw. 
We, as curators, identified this programme as an example of a badly devised grant programme, 
which attempted to conceal deficitsin urban policy with artistic activities. In response to an open call, 
we formulated a curatorial provocation, promising to commission famous Polish artists to disappear 
in the designated places surrounding the river. The curatorial text of Disappearing stated: 'Our 
starting point was a simple observation: more civilisation means less nature. If we promote a wild 
river, it ceases to be wild. Maintaining a fine balance between culture and nature, art and 
environment, artists and society is possible only if we break with artistic public-relations clichés in 
public space. This is why we challenged the logic behind spectacular urban-space production 
strategies. Instead of dazzling the public with art, we walked on the borders of visibility, travelling 
across the ambiguous margins of vision. We focused on the subtle play between the artist and the 
space in which he works. Together with a group of artists we proposed a series of experiments on the 
process of disappearing, camouflage, invisibility. Slight river bank manipulations, pirate cruises, 
arranging disturbing film sets, hiding in the wild. As the Dutch and Italian painters centuries ago, we 
are also fascinated by issues of mimesis, that is of the representation and mirroring of nature by 
culture. The assimilation of the picture to what it is supposed to depict. Yet in our case this eternal 
problem was filtered through flirtations with the achievements of public and land art. Thus, instead 
of tackling the links between depicting and that which is depicted, we worked on the dynamic beam 
of relations linking the artist with his environment. Their inner dynamics pushed us beyond what is 
easily noticed, classified or judged. Together with the Vistula’s current, we sailed out into the fog-
enveloped unobvious.' 
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 To our surprise, the programme was funded. We commissioned 12 Polish artists to site-
specific realisations around the theme of disappearing, evasion, lack of visibility. We focused on the 
problem of documentation and public representation in otherwise hidden commissions. We asked 
artists to work on the ways to communicate their explorations to interested audiences without 
subscribing to the promotional agenda of funders. As a result of these experiments, we edited and 
published a catalogue titled Disappearing Users Manual, which combines visual and textual entries in 
order to enable discussion on the social, subjective, artistic, literary and political aspects of 
disappearing. 
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Detailed information about the project 
 
My curatorial relation to the project: initiator and curator together with Bogna Świątkowska 
Folder with evidence of practice: 4_DISAPPEARING 
Web page: http://www.znikanie.pl 
Participants: approximately 10 members of technical team, 12 artists and 20 authors, all named in 
the catalogue of the project 
Organising institution: Bęc Zmiana Foundation 
Sources of funding: Municipality of Warsaw 
Year of realisation: 2009 
Place of realisation: Warsaw 
Estimated budget: ca. 40,000 GBP 
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List of evidence 
 
1. Submission: Catalogue Disappearing. Users Manual (Chmielewska et al. 2009)  
File: 4_DISAPPEARING_01_Users_Manual_Catalogue 
Description: a catalogue of the project in the form of a lexicon. 
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